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ABSTRACT

ANAPHORA, INVERSION, AND FOCUS
SEPTEMBER 2016
NICHOLAS LACARA
B.A., UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, SANTA CRUZ
M.A., UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, SANTA CRUZ
Ph.D., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST
Directed by: Professor Kyle Johnson

This dissertation proposes a novel analysis of as-parentheticals, a class of anaphoric
constructions introduced by the morpheme as. These include utterances like Mary kissed a
pig, as John also will. and Tim is happy, as is Daisy. I defend the view that the anaphoric
component of these constructions is derived by verb phrase ellipsis. This builds on previous
research (especially LaCara 2015, Accepted) that argues that as-parentheticals must contain
elided syntactic structure rather than null operator movement as originally proposed by
Potts (2002a,b).
I also propose an analysis for some of the unusual properties that as-parentheticals
display. Although ellipsis is usually an optional operation, the ellipsis is in as-parentheticals is obligatory. Likewise, the locality conditions on the antecedent are more stringent
than they are in run-of-the-mill

VPE.

I develop an account of these facts that builds on

recent work on manner similatives (Anderson and Morzycki 2015, Rett 2013). The locality
xi

condition is the result of the specific syntax and semantics of the as-parenthetical and is
separate from the antecedent conditions on ellipsis. I argue that null operator movement,
which is in part responsible for deriving the locality condition, violates an island at PF. The
only way to ameliorate this violation, following Kennedy and Merchant (2000), is to elide
the vP, explaining why ellipsis is obligatory in this construction.
Finally, I turn to the unusual inversion that occurs in as-parentheticals. Subject can
appear after all of the auxiliaries in an as-parenthetical; for example, Mary might have
been reading Moby-Dick, as might have been Sam. This order cannot be generated by head
movement, which derives the more common subject–auxiliary inversion in questions. I
propose that subjects remain low in the structure, similar to the VSO orders found in some
Romance languages like Spanish. A comparison with locative inversion shows that the
subjects in these two constructions are in slightly different surface positions. I argue that
the placement of the subject in inverting as-parentheticals is the result of the interaction
of focus with ellipsis. Following Weir (2014), I propose that subjects move to a position
just outside vP in order to escape ellipsis at PF, since these subjects are required to receive
focus and eliding them would prevent this from occurring.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

1.1 What this dissertation is about
The primary phenomenon under discussion in this dissertation are as-parentheticals, a
class of incomplete parenthetical clause introduced by the morpheme as (or its equivalent
in other languages). In particular, I will focus on PREDICATE as- PARENTHETICALS, which
are as-parentheticals that contain a vP- or predicate-sized gap (represented throughout with
∆). Canonical examples are provided here:
(1) a. Mary kissed a pig, as John also will ∆.
b. Sally read Moby-Dick, as might have John ∆.
c. Tim is happy, as is Daisy ∆.
As-parentheticals have a number of peculiar properties that make them an important
and intriguing topic of study, especially with regard to the nature of the gaps inside them.
The gap appears where one might expect a vP, as in (1a) and (1b), or other predicate, as in
(1c). This, at first glance, makes it look as though verb phrase ellipsis, or VPE, has occurred
in the as-parenthetical. However, this is not the only possibility. Potts (2002a,b) argues that
the gap is actually the trace of null operator movement, while Feria (2010), LaCara (2015,
Accepted), and McCloskey (2011) argue that the gap is actually the trace of verb phrase
movement.
Additionally, as shown in (1b) and (1c), as-parentheticals can host inversion that places
the subject after auxiliaries. Examples like (1b) cannot be derived by I0 -to-C0 movement,
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which is normally assumed to derive subject–auxiliary inversion in questions. This is because the subject is postposed after multiple auxiliaries instead of just one. There are
roughly two ways of approaching this sort of inversion. Feria (2010) assumes that the subject moves rightward, but in LaCara 2015 I argue that the subject actually remains in a low,
clause-medial position due to the fact that is focused, similar to what happens in participial
vP preposing (Samko 2014).
The bulk of the dissertation (Chapters 2 and 3) will focus on how the gaps in as-parentheticals are derived. I will defend the view that the gaps are not the traces of movement
but are instead elliptical in nature, being derived by the same process that derives

VPE

elsewhere in a language. In spite of the fact that these gaps are obligatory and appear to
impose different locality conditions on their antecedents than

VPE

does, I show that the

gaps in as-parentheticals otherwise match the distribution of VPE within a language. I argue
that their unusual properties are the result of the particular meaning of as-parentheticals and
not because of special constraints on ellipsis.
The final body chapter, Chapter 4, investigates how inversion and ellipsis interact in
as-parentheticals, as informed by the conclusions of the preceding chapters. There, I compare the inversion in as-parentheticals with locative inversion and show that they have
notably different syntaxes. Additionally, while inverting as-parentheticals have obligatory
VPE,

locative inversion cannot host VPE at all. Building on work by Weir (2014), I suggest

that the different syntaxes of the constructions and focus properties of the subject may be
able to account for this difference.
The remainder of this introduction focuses on some theoretical and empirical background material, including my assumptions about ellipsis and relevant properties of asparentheticals. First, I will discuss my assumptions about the theory of ellipsis in Section
1.2, outlining the PF theory of ellipsis. Then, in Section 1.3, I detail the properties of asparentheticals, distinguishing them from other as clauses and identifying a number of rele-
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vant properties that will be discussed in this dissertation. Finally, in Section 1.4, I describe
the general structure of the rest of the dissertation.

1.2 Ellipsis
Since I will be discussing the theory of ellipsis throughout the entirety of this dissertation, I begin here by outlining my assumptions about ellipsis and how it is implemented
theoretically. Since I will be mostly talking about as-parentheticals that lack overt verb
phrases, I will focus on

VPE

in this section, though in principle these assumptions should

extend to any bona fide instance of ellipsis (such as sluicing or noun phrase ellipsis).
I begin by describing why ellipsis should be thought of a PF operation that results in
the non-pronunciation of syntactic structure. Then I discuss Merchant’s (2001) [ E ] feature,
which I take to be the trigger for ellipsis. Many of the assumptions that I discuss will be
relevant to the analysis developed in the subsequent chapters.

1.2.1 Ellipsis as surface anaphora
I adopt the relatively common view that ellipsis sites contain syntactic structure, but
that this syntactic structure goes unpronounced at PF (Aelbrecht 2009, 2010, Goldberg
2005, Hankamer and Sag 1976, Merchant 1999, 2001, Ross 1969, Sag 1976, Schuyler
2001, Wasow 1972, Weir 2014). In the the terminology of Hankamer and Sag (1976), this
means that ellipsis is

SURFACE ANAPHORA :

Syntax behaves normally inside the ellipsis

site, and ellipsis is simply a choice about whether to pronounce that syntactic structure
or not. The mechanism by which this occurs is often referred to as

DELETION .

The only

requirement is that there be some matching, antecedent phrase. This phrase is necessary
to make the ellipsis recoverable; otherwise, there is no way to understand what material
underwent ellipsis.
The contrasting view has historically been that ellipsis is actually pronominal in nature
or involves copying of LF material into the ellipsis site post-syntactically. (Chao 1987,
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Chung et al. 1995, Lobeck 1995, Williams 1977). Thus, rather than being a superficial
choice about pronouncing syntactic material, this view posits that ellipsis is the result of
null pronouns being inserted in the syntactic structure from the lexicon or the numeration
(depending on the framework). The null pronoun either refers to some antecedent, or its
semantics is filled in by copying LF material from some antecedent.
This distinction makes notably different claims about what the structure of an ellipsis
site looks like. The surface anaphora hypothesis predicts that there is material in the ellipsis
site, as in (2a), but the pronominal hypothesis, as in (2b) makes no such prediction.
(2) a. Mary kissed a pig, and Bill did [vP kiss a pig] too.
b. Mary [kissed a pig]i , and Bill did 0/ vP
i too.
Evidence for structure in the ellipsis site supports the view that ellipsis is surface
anaphora, and a good deal of such evidence has been adduced. Perhaps the strongest evidence comes from the ability to move material out of ellipsis sites, referred to as E XTRAC TION . It is well established that phrasal movement out of ellipsis sites is possible (Merchant

2001, Schuyler 2001):
(3) a. Wh-movement:
I don’t know what Bill will buy, but I know whati he should [vP buy ti].
b. A-movement:
The thief was captured by the police, but I don’t know if the burglark was [vP
captured ti by the police].
Similarly, languages that are known to display V0 -to-I0 movement, like Portuguese, strand
verbs next to ellipsis sites, as in (4). This is taken as evidence that these languages permit
verb movement out of the ellipsis sites (Goldberg 2005, Gribanova 2013), as shown in (5).
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(4) Portuguese (Cyrino and Matos 2002:(14a)):
Quando a
When

Ana pôs

os óculos na

mesa, a

Maria também pôs.

the Ana put.PST the glasses on.the table, the Maria too

put.PST

‘When Ana put the glasses on the table, the Maria did too.’
(5) . . . [IP a Maria também pôs [vP por os oculos na mesa] ]
The facts about extraction work out straightforwardly if ellipsis is nothing more than the
non-pronunciation of syntactic structure. In the syntax, movement of material out of the
ellipsis site proceeds as normal, leaving a trace of that movement in a position where the
moved element is expected to initially merge in the syntactic structure. Thus, we do not
need to propose that, in ellipsis contexts, wh-elements are exceptionally base generated in
SpecCP, that the subjects of passive clauses are exceptionally base generated in SpecIP, or
that verbs are base generated in I0 . In other words, the view of ellipsis as a surface anaphor
allows us to preserve our existing theory of movement unchanged.
If ellipsis were pronominal in nature, then explaining the data above becomes much
more difficult. The assumption is that pronouns, null or otherwise, do not generally have
the structure to support movement of the sort necessary to explain extraction data.1 We
would therefore have to allow internal arguments to be generated in SpecCP and SpecIP in
ellipsis contexts, and we would need to allow verb-movement languages to base-generate
verbs in I0 in ellipsis contexts as well. This greatly complicates the theory of movement, and
introduces a number of complications for a syntactically-based compositional semantics.
Other evidence for structure internal to the ellipsis site comes from Bresnan (1971),
who identifies the

MISSING ANTECEDENT PHENOMENON .

This occurs when a discourse

1
That is not to say that pronouns completely lack structure. Some pronouns may be syntactically complex;
see Elbourne 2001, 2005, Johnson 2013 and Heim and Kratzer 1998, amongst others.
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referent is introduced in an ellipsis site. For instance, in (6), the pronoun it refers to whatever it is that the speaker’s aunt bought for Christmas.
(6) My uncle didn’t buy anything for Christmas, but my Aunt did, and it was bright red.
Bresnan 1971:591, (5)
However, there is no overt referent for it to refer to. As Bresnan shows, anything cannot
introduce a discourse referent; when the ellipsis clause is removed, the sentence is ungrammatical:
(7) * My uncle didn’t buy anything for Christmas, and it was bright red.
Assuming that discourse referents are introduced syntactic material (Heim 1982), the only
way to establish a referent for it is for there to be some element in the ellipsis site which
introduces the referent:
(8) My uncle didn’t buy anything for Christmas, but my Aunt did [vP buy somethingi for
Christmas], and iti was bright red.
This may hinge on whether or not it is impossible to introduce discourse referents by some
other means (for instance, it may be possible to do so semantically; Postal 1972), but the surface anaphora hypothesis provides a straightforward explanation of the missing antecedent
effect.
Other differences between surface and pronominal anaphora are known to exist. Hankamer and Sag (1976) claim that ellipsis requires a linguistic antecedent in the form of
fully-formed utterance. Pronominal anaphora, like pronouns and demonstratives, are not
reliant on such utterances. Thus, the ellipsis in (9a) is not felicitous in the situation, while
the pronominal do this in (9b) is.
(9) Situation: You and your friend walk into a room and all the windows are broken. Your
friend says:
6

a. #I can’t believe somebody would ∆!
b. I can’t believe somebody would do this!
Although this difference does not necessarily show that ellipsis sites must contain syntactic
structure, it remains a useful (if often contested) diagnostic for separating surface anaphora
from pronominal anaphora.

1.2.2 The [ E ] feature
One of the reasons the pronominal theory of ellipsis remained popular throughout the
1980s and 1990s is that it solved a problem that the surface anaphora hypothesis had trouble
with. Under the surface anaphora hypothesis, ellipsis requires an identical antecedent, and it
was clear that the calculation of identity was construed over LF or semantic representations
(Sag 1976, Williams 1977). However, the effect of ellipsis is at PF, since under the surface
hypothesis ellipsis is just non-pronunciation of syntactic material. Assuming the standard
Y-model where LF and PF cannot affect each other, the surface anaphora hypothesis seems
problematic: How could ellipsis, a PF operation, be contingent on an identity condition that
must hold at LF? If LF and PF cannot effect each other, there is no way for the PF operation
to know that the LF condition has been satisfied.
The pronominal hypothesis solves this problem. For example, for

VPE,

a pronoun of

category V is inserted in the syntax. This pronoun introduces a free variable of type hehs,tii,
the same type as a verb phrase, but this pronoun has no phonological representation at
PF. Thus, at LF, the identity condition is taken care of because the pronoun is interpreted
anaphorically like any other pronoun, and it is left unpronounced at PF because it has no
phonological representation to begin with.
However, as discussed above, there is considerable evidence that ellipsis cannot be
pronominal in nature. There is too much evidence that ellipsis sites contain syntactic structure and that they do not behave like pronouns more generally. Consequently, the pronom-
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inal analysis is not tenable for independent reasons, and the evidence favors the surface
hypothesis.
Merchant (1999, 2001) solves this problem by introducing the [ E ] feature. The [ E ]
feature sits on a functional head. Its semantics require that the there be some antecedent at
LF that matches the semantics of its complement, and if this condition is satisfied, it sends
the command to PF not to pronounce the material in its complement. Thus, for VPE, the [ E ]
feature sits on I0 or some auxiliary head and takes a vP as its complement:
(10) Bill kissed a pig and [Mary might have[E] ∆], too.
IP
DPi

I′

Mary I0

AuxP

might Aux0
[E]
have

vP
v′

DP
ti

v0

VP
V0

DP

kissed

a pig

In the example above, [ E ] checks to make sure that there is some vP in the discourse with the
semantics Jt kissed a pigK. Assuming this is true (which it is here), it sends the command
to PF not to pronounce the material in its complement.2
The reason this solves the problem is because the [ E ] feature is inserted in the syntax.
Since syntax feeds both LF and PF, it will be available to each of these components of
2I

set aside here the question of how [ E ] does this. Merchant (2001) suggests that it sends the command
not to parse the lexical material in vP. More recent non-lexicalist approaches which assume post-syntactic
lexical insertion have posited that ellipsis actually blocks lexical insertion rather than deleting lexical material
(Harley 2007, Saab 2008). For my purposes, this distinction will largely be immaterial.
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the grammar without them needing to be able to see each other. This essentially follows
the logic of the pronominal hypothesis, but it is ultimately compatible with the surface
anaphora hypothesis.
Additionally, it explains, in part, why material that is moved out of the ellipsis site is
still pronounced. In the tree above, Mary originates in SpecvP, which is within the ellipsis
site. The [ E ] feature sends the command to delete at PF, but since Mary has moved out of
the ellipsis site, it is no longer in the domain of the [ E ] feature and will not be targeted by
ellipsis. By hypothesis, the [ E ] feature can only delete material in its c-command domain.
Any material that moves out of this domain – even vP itself – will not undergo deletion.
A final property of ellipsis the [ E ] feature allows us to capture is the optionality of
ellipsis. In archetypical cases, the grammaticality of a sentence is not contingent on ellipsis
having occurred (Sag 1976).3 Thus, both examples in (11) are equivalent.
(11) a. Mary kissed a pig, and Bill kissed a pig, too.
b. Mary kissed a pig, and Bill did ∆ too.
I take this optionality to extend from the optionality of including the [ E ] feature in the
derivation. The only difference between (11a) and (11b) is that in the former, [ E ] was not
included in the numeration for the second conjunct, but in the latter it was. For now, I
assume that if the [ E ] feature is included in the derivation, then ellipsis must occur at PF –
the command to delete should not be ignored.

1.2.3 Summary
In this section, I summarized why ellipsis is thought to be a surface anaphor, and I provided evidence that ellipsis sites contain syntactic structure. I also introduced Merchant’s
(2001) [ E ] feature, which mediates between the LF requirements on ellipsis, and the PF
3

However, they may sound pragmatically odd to speakers due to repetition of previously uttered material.
Generally, though, the sentences will still be judged grammatical in other contexts.
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effects of the phenomenon. Much of this discussion will serve as background in Chapter
2, where I argue that as-parentheticals contain ellipsis. In the next section I turn to the
properties of as-parentheticals.

1.3 As-parentheticals
As-parentheticals fit into a broader class of adjunct clauses introduced by the morpheme
as, and in this section, I distinguish the various kinds of as-clauses that will appear in this
dissertation. I begin by comparing as-parentheticals with other sorts of as-clauses in Section 1.3.1, noting the properties that distinguish as-parentheticals from other similar looking clauses. Then, in Section 1.3.2, I turn to the two kinds of as-parentheticals: Those that
are anaphoric on CPs and those that are anaphoric on predicates. Although this dissertation
will focus on predicate as-parentheticals, the two kinds of as-parentheticals share numerous
properties that will make propositional as-parentheticals an occasional point of comparison,
and so it is good to know how they are similar. Finally, in Section 1.3.3, I discuss predicate
as-parentheticals specifically, and introduce the main issues that will be under discussion
in the rest of this dissertation.

1.3.1 As-parentheticals and other as clauses
There are numerous kinds of as-clauses that are distinct from as-parentheticals. These
constructions do not contain obligatory gaps. These include manner similatives (12a), temporal similatives (12b), and rationale clauses (12c).
(12) Non-parenthetical as-clauses:
a. Jody speaks German [as Klaus speaks English] — with a foreigner’s accent.
(Potts 2002b:(2))

Manner

b. Mary waved goodbye [as the bus departed].

Temporal

c. [As Mary bought some lettuce], Tom decided to make a salad.

Rationale
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Manner similatives equate the manner by which the event in the as-clause was completed
with the manner by which the event in the matrix clause was completed (Anderson and
Morzycki 2015, Rett 2013). Similarly, temporal similatives relate the times at which the
events in the matrix and as clause occur (Rett 2013). Rationale clauses introduced by as
seem to have similar meanings to rationale clauses introduced by because or since.
As-parentheticals are distinguished from these non-parenthetical constructions by their
obligatory gaps. They can contain gaps of two different kinds. Propositional as-parentheticals, as in (13), contain gaps where one expects to find a CP. Predicate as-parentheticals, as
in (14), contain gaps where one expects to find a vP or other predicate (including predicative
APs, DPs, and PPs).
(13) Propositional as-parentheticals:
a. Americans should get cheap oil, as the whole world knows
b. Ames, as the FBI eventually discovered

.

, was a spy.

(14) Predicate as-parentheticals:
.

a. John has kissed a pig, as I knew he would
b. Sam bought a new car, as Alex also has
c. Sam was very happy, as was Mary

.

.

As Potts (2002a, 2002b) discusses, as-parentheticals have very different meanings from
the as-clauses in (12). He proposes that an as-parenthetical is not part of the main assertion
of the clause. Rather, the material in as-parentheticals is conventionally implicated (Grice
1975): The speaker makes a commitment to the veracity of the content of the as-parenthetical without actually asserting that it is true. This is sketched in (15).
(15) John has kissed a pig, as I knew he would ∆.
a. Asserts: John has kissed a pig.
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b. Conventionally implicates: I knew John would kiss a pig.
Although the gaps in as-parentheticals are obligatory, non-parenthtical as-clauses can
contain gaps when they are derived by ellipsis. Thus, the distinction in meaning is frequently useful for distinguishing between these non-parenthetical as-clauses and parentheticals. For example, (16) can be ambiguous between a parenthetical and a manner similative
in which

VPE

has occurred. This is because the vP speaks German can serve as an an-

tecedent for VPE.
(16) Mary speaks German as Klauss does ∆.
Crucially, as I have already stated, pronouncing CP or vP in an as-parenthetical is impossible. If we fill in the missing vP in (16), the parenthetical reading becomes unavailable; only
the manner reading survives, as in (17).
(17) Mary speaks German as Klauss [vP speaks German].
The same effect can be seen in the constrast between (13a) and (18). When the missing CP
in (13a) is filled in in (18), only the rationale reading appears to remain:4
(18) ? Americans should get cheap oil, as the whole world knows [CP Americans should
get cheap oil].
Thus, as-parentheticals have distinct meanings from other kinds of as-clauses. The main
way of distinguishing as-parentheticals from other sorts of as-clauses is that they must contain some sort of gap. Other as-clauses may lack this gap, but ellipsis can lead to ambiguity
between as-parentheticals and other as-clauses.
In the following subsection, I turn to the properties of the two different kinds of asparentheticals.
4 At

least, speakers I have talked to suggest that this is the most acceptable meaning (18) could possibly
have. The parenthetical reading, however, is impossible.
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1.3.2 Propositional vs. predicate as-parentheticals
As discussed above, there are apparently two different kinds of as-parentheticals. Predicate as-parentheticals contain a predicate-sized gap, and propositional as-parentheticals
contain a propositional- (or CP-) sized gap.
(19) a. Mary kissed a pig, just as I suspected

CP .

b. Mary kissed a pig, just as I said she would

vP .

The meaning of the gap must be filled in by some antecedent. Thus, in (19a), the gap is
filled in by the entire matrix clause, yielding a meaning of I suspected that [Mary kissed
a pig] in the parenthetical. In (19b), the meaning of the vP is filled in, yielding I said she
would [kiss a pig].
Both kinds of as-parenthetical share similar locality restrictions on where the antecedent can appear. In both cases, the antecedent must be a constituent that the as-parenthetical can adjoin to. Thus in the propositional as-parenthetical in (20), because it cannot
be adjoined to the CP in the because clause, it cannot use that clause as an antecedent.
The same holds of predicate as-parentheticals, as in (21). The as-parenthetical cannot be
adjoined to the vP in the because clause, and therefore it cannot be used as an antecedent.
(20) Because [John loves football], [he attended the game], as Bill said.
a. = Bill said that [John attended the game].
b. 6= Bill said [that John loves football].
(21) Because John [loves football], he [attended the game], as Bill said he did.
a. = Bill said John [attended the game].
b. 6= Bill said that John [loved football].
Likewise, the location of the gaps in both constructions is restricted. In neither kind
of as-parenthetical can the gap appear internal to an island inside the parenthetical (Potts
2002b:631–632, exx. (14)–(18)):
13

(22) Relative clause island:
a. * Durians are delicious, exactly as Nina spoke with a grocer who claimed
b. * Nina quickly bought two durians, exactly as we met a chef who did

CP .

vP .

(23) Adjunct island:
a. * Jim Durrow is a blackjack ace, just as they smiled politely when he reported
CP .

b. * Jim Durrow counts cards, just as the owners arrested Sammie when he did

vP .

(24) Subject island:
a. * The word if is a verb, just as the linguist’s claiming

CP

made everyone smirk

and giggle.
b. * He has strong arguments for the position, exactly as the linguist’s claiming he
does

vP

made everyone smirk and giggle.

(25) Complex DP island:
a. * Americans have a right to cheap gas, just as George espoused his belief that the
world should accept

CP .

b. * Eddie fills his truck with leaded gas, just as they believed the report that he must
vP .

(26) Wh-island:
a. * Chuck rides a unicycle, just as Sue asked me whether I knew

CP .

b. * Chuck rides a unicycle, just as Sue asked me whether I could

vP .

Since the only outward difference between these two kinds of parenthetical seems to
be the size of their gaps and their corresponding antecedents, Potts (2002a,b) provides
both constructions with essentially the same analysis. In both cases, Potts assumes that
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the gaps in as-parentheticals are created by the movement of some syntactically empty,
phonologically null operator moving from the site of the gap, as in (27).
(27) a. as [CP 0/ CP
i [IP everybody [vP knows ti ] ] ]
b. as [CP 0/ vP
i [IP everybody would ti ] ]
While it is fairly clear that the two kinds of as-parentheticals have a great deal in common, especially semantically, my focus will be almost exclusively on the syntax of predicate as-parentheticals and not their propositional counterparts. The reason for this is technical. The view of predicate as-parentheticals I defend in Chapter 2 relies on diagnostics
designed that distinguish ellipsis from pronouns, including some of the ones discussed in
Section 1.2 above. These diagnostics are well calibrated for detecting ellipsis of vPs and IPs,
but they fail for various unrelated reasons when applied to propositional as-parentheticals.
For example, because as-parentheticals contain A′ -movement, they are wh-islands, and so
A′ -extraction from the CP gap fails for independent reasons. Likewise, a CP is too big for
setting up the missing antecedent test; the deleted constituent must be able to be within the
scope of negation. Consequently, it is not possible to tell with any security whether deletion
occurs in propositional as-parentheticals.5 As such, I concentrate on predicate as-parentheticals here, noting where propositional as-parentheticals differ when relevant. I turn to the
properties of predicate as-parentheticals next.

1.3.3 Predicate as-parentheticals
The main topic of this dissertation are predicate as-parentheticals. There are several
properties of predicate as-parentheticals that make them interesting to syntacticians. I con5I

make no claim as to whether propositional as-parentheticals contain ellipsis or not. I am not aware of
any ellipsis process that targets CPs in English. One possibility is that the gaps in propositional as-parentheticals may be related to whatever the form of anaphora is in null complement anaphora. Although Depiante
(2000) has argued that null complement anaphora is pronominal, recent work on Romance has suggested that
in some languages it may actually be elliptical (see Cyrino and Matos 2006, Dagnac 2010 and Santos 2009).
Consequently, there is some precedent for elliptical operations targeting CP cross-linguistically, but I will not
pursue such an analysis below.
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centrate on two of the most notable properties. First, I will elaborate on the status of the
gaps in parenthetical as-parentheticals. There is debate in the literature about whether they
should be derived by movement or by ellipsis. While most of the literature assumes that
they are derived by movement, I will show in Chapter 2 that they are actually ellipsis gaps.
Following this, I will discuss the nature of inversion in as-parentheticals.

1.3.3.1 The gaps
The first half of this dissertation is concerned with the nature of the gaps in as-parentheticals. This topic has received some attention in the literature. Although they look outwardly
as though they are ellipsis gaps, Potts (2002b) argues that they are, in fact, movement gaps.
Ellipsis is typically an optional operation, as I discussed in Section 1.2, yet the gaps in
as-parentheticals are obligatory. As discussed, pronouncing full vPs is typically judged
ungrammatical:6
(28) a. * Mary kissed a pig, as John also will kiss a pig.
b. * Sally read Moby-Dick, as might have John read Moby-Dick.
c. * Tim is happy, as is Daisy happy.
The location of these gaps is also restricted, as noted above. They may not occur in an island
internal to the parenthetical, as in (29a), but ellipsis is not sensitive to island boundaries, as
shown in (29b):
(29) a. * Mary kissed a pig, exactly as the fact that Bill did ∆ too surprised me.
b. Mary kissed a pig, and the fact that Bill did ∆ too surprised me.
Finally, whereas VPE can typically find antecedents at arbitrary distances, as-parentheticals
can only take as an antecedent the vP to which they are adjoined. Thus, in (30), the missing
6 Culicover and

Winkler (2008) suggest that it is possible to heavy-shift a vP out of an ellipsis site in these
constructions. I have found very few speakers who find this acceptable.
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vP cannot take an antecedent embedded in the subject of the matrix clause (a property found
in movement dependencies like comparatives; Kennedy 1997):
(30) The fact that Sue [read the map carefully] probably means that she [stayed on the
trails], as we know Chuck did vP .

[Potts 2002b:627, (6)]

a. vP = stay on the trails
b. vP 6= read the map carefully
This evidence leads Potts to conclude that the gaps in as-parentheticals are actually the
traces of null operators, as noted above.
Nonetheless, in LaCara Accepted I show that there is substantial evidence that there is a
full vP that undergoes deletion at PF, which I will discuss in Chapter 2 (see also Feria 2010,
LaCara 2015, McCloskey 2011). Some of the strongest evidence comes from extraction: It
is possible to move arguments out of the missing verb phrase:
(31) The thief was caught by the police, as the burglari also was [vP caught ti by the
police].
As discussed above, this cannot happen if the vP is a null pronominal operator, and many
other diagnostics traditionally used to identify elliptical constructions show that ellipsis
must have occurred.
Consequently, there is conflicting evidence in favor of both deletion and movement in
as-parentheticals. I try to resolve this in LaCara (2015, Accepted) by proposing that the vP
itself undergoes movement and is deleted by an operation similar to comparative deletion
(see Kennedy 2002). But as I will discuss below in Chapter 2, this is not actually a tenable
analysis for as-parentheticals cross-linguistically. Furthermore, the analysis in those papers
leaves a number of questions unanswered: Why should vP move? Why, exactly, must vP
delete once it has moved? In addition, there are several empirical questions we might ask:
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Do as-parentheticals behave the same in languages without

VPE?

What about languages

that seem to lack vP movement? These are questions I also address in Chapter 2.

1.3.3.2 The inversion
The second half of this dissertation is concerned with the nature of the inversion in
as-parentheticals, a topic which has received less direct attention in the literature. Potts
(2002b:639) identifies the phenomenon, and notes that a similar inversion occurs in comparatives (see Merchant 2003).
(32) a. Ed built a canoe, as did his wife.

As-parenthetical

b. Ed built more canoes than did his wife.

Comparative

Inversion in as-parentheticals has received scant attention in the literature. Feria 2010 and
LaCara 2015 are dedicated to the construction, and Culicover and Winkler (2008:652–653)
discuss it in the context of other inversion constructions.
All speakers, as far as I am aware, accept inversion where the subject follows a single
auxiliary or modal verb:
(33) a. Mary kissed a pig, as did Bill.
b. Sally is eating a cake, as is Mary.
c. Mark can do back flips, as can Josephine.7
More unusually, many speakers (though not all) permit the subject to be postposed to a
position to the right of all auxiliaries in the as-parenthetical (Feria 2010):
(34) a.% Mary kissed a pig, as might have Bill.
b.% Sally is reading Hamlet, as might be Jennifer.
c.% Harvey could have been fighting a pig, as could have been Tim.
7 Thank

you to Georgia Simon for this example.
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There is a great deal of inter-speaker variation when it comes to accepting inverting asparentheticals with multiple auxiliaries (hence the % judgment marks). The most acceptable ones tend to include a modal verb followed by auxiliary have, as in (34a), but they
are also common with be, especially when the morphological form of be contrasts. This is
likely to do with the fact that it is hard to recover auxiliary have when it is deleted and because morphological identity is typically required to delete be (see Harwood 2013, Lasnik
1995, Potsdam 1997, Warner 1985).
In the case of inversion with a single auxiliary, as in (33), it is impossible to rule out an
analysis where the auxiliary undergoes I0 -to-C0 movement past the subject, the same movement found in English questions. Given that I0 -to-C0 movement is independently necessary
in the grammar, it is somewhat unsurprising that all speakers accept inverting as-parentheticals with single auxiliaries.
(35) . . . as [CP can [IP Josephine t can [vP do back flips ] ] ]
Because these cases are grammatical for all speakers and can be explained with a preexisting mechanism, I will generally leave them aside.
The more complicated case is inversion with multiple auxiliaries. It is broadly accepted
that head movement can only move a single auxiliary at a time (Travis 1984), and so head
movement cannot generate the orders in (34). Head movement instead predicts that the subject should follow the first auxiliary, but this word order is at best marginally acceptable:8
(36) a.*?Mary kissed a pig, as might Bill have.
b. * Sally is reading Hamlet, as might Jennifer be.
c.*?Harvey could have been fighting a pig, as could Tim have been.

8 While

these are marginally acceptable, speakers who accept examples like those in (34) prefer them
significantly to those in (36). I know of no speakers who find (36) fully acceptable.
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Consequently, the word order (34) is not predicted on an I0 -to-C0 analysis that works for
cases like (33). This means that some explanation of the positioning of the subject after all
of the auxiliaries is necessary if we are going to full understand inversion in as-parentheticals.
The view proposed by Feria (2010) and LaCara (2015) is that the subject remains low in
the structure, but out of its base position. In LaCara 2015, I propose that there is a projection
in the middle field to which the subject moves, but it remains unclear in that analysis why
this should happen. Recent work on focus and ellipsis, however, has argued that exceptional
movement out of ellipsis sites is possible if the moved material must receive focus at PF
(Sailor and Thoms 2014, Weir 2014). Since the subjects of inverting as-parentheticals must
receive focus (Culicover and Winkler 2008, LaCara 2015), this, I will argue, provides the
key to understanding why they must move out of their base-positions. Focused material
must move out of ellipsis site, and since vP must undergo deletion in as-parentheticals, the
subjects must move.

1.4 Outline
This dissertation is organized as follows. In Chapter 2, I argue that as-parentheticals
contain verb phrase ellipsis (VPE) rather than operator movement or some other sort of
deletion operation. Potts (2002a,b) originally argues that predicate as-parentheticals contain some sort of null VP operator. I argue against this view in LaCara 2015, Accepted,
suggesting instead that the construction contains an operation more like comparative deletion as described by Kennedy (2000, 2002). However, looking at languages with more
limited ellipsis operations shows that the kind of verb phrase deletion found elsewhere in
a language matches the kind found in as-parentheticals. The analysis suggested in my previous work cannot account for this fact. I propose, instead, that as-parentheticals contain
verb phrase ellipsis, licensed by the [ E ] feature.
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This conclusion introduces new problems, however.

VPE

is seldom obligatory (Sag

1976), but it must occur in as-parentheticals. Furthermore, the locality conditions on the antecedent in as-parentheticals are more stringent than they are in normal VPE (Potts 2002b).
Chapter 3 focuses on these two problems. I argue there that the locality condition is imposed by the semantics of the as-parenthetical, similar to what Potts originally proposes.
Thus, I propose that the conditions on ellipsis in as-parentheticals are the same as they
are elsewhere; the locality condition is a construction-specific requirement, and I develop
a semantic analysis based on recent work on equatives and manner similatives (Anderson
and Morzycki 2015, Rett 2013). Given the similarity of the construction to similatives, I
propose that the obligatory deletion in as-parentheticals is a form of island amelioration
found in comparatives of the type introduced by Kennedy and Merchant (2000).
Finally, Chapter 4 turns to the syntax of inversion, comparing the syntax of inversion in
as-parentheticals with locative inversion in English. Inversion in as-parentheticals requires
VPE

to be grammatical, but locative inversion is absolutely incompatible with VPE. I begin

by proposing that the subjects in inverting as-parentheticals remain in SpecvP at Spell-Out
but, due to the obligatory nature of deletion in as-parentheticals, they must move outside of
the vP to avoid ellipsis. This builds on recent work by Weir (2014), who proposes that PF
deletion can drive last-resort movement of focused material in order to avoid the deletion
of the that focused material. The problem is that this predicts that the same phenomenon
should occur with locative inversion, counter to fact. I propose that the reason for this is
that the grammar will ignore the command to do ellipsis at PF in order to avoid last-resort
movement if the ellipsis is not independently necessary.
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CHAPTER 2
ELLIPSIS IN AS-PARENTHETICALS

In this section, I discuss the evidence for ellipsis in as-parentheticals, arguing in favor of
an analysis where verb phrases are deleted at PF by verb phrase ellipsis rather than another
deletion phenomenon like comparative deletion (cf. LaCara 2015). This leads to a novel
analysis of as-parentheticals relying on both standard

VPE

and null operator movement,

which I develop in the following section.1
As discussed above, Potts (2002a,b) argues that as-parentheticals contain a syntactically
empty, phonologically null VP pro-form which undergoes movement to the left periphery
of the as-clause. In LaCara Accepted, I argue that this is incompatible with the facts and
that there is significant evidence for a fully formed verb phrase in the structure of as-parentheticals. I start by reviewing this evidence in Section 2.1.
Based on this evidence, in LaCara 2015, Accepted, I follow Feria (2010) and McCloskey (2011) in arguing that this verb phrase, nonetheless, undergoes movement to the
left-periphery, where it undergoes a deletion operation akin to comparative deletion, building on work by Kennedy (2002). I call this the vP MOVEMENT

HYPOTHESIS .

This analysis

has several apparent advantages, which I detail in Section 2.2, but as I discuss in Section
2.2.2, it also raises a number of theoretical issues and does not thoroughly address all of
the problems it sets out to solve. In particular, the reason for movement is not directly
addressed by the analysis, and it begs the question why deletion is obligatory. These two
issues motivate much of the rest of the dissertation.
1 Much

of this section developed from discussions with Jeremy Hartman, whose insightful questions led
me to completely reassess the analysis in LaCara 2015, Accepted.
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Following this, in Section 2.3, I argue that the analysis is also empirically inadequate
cross-linguistically. I show that the deletion dependency seems to track the kind of verbal
ellipsis available in a language. If a language has general
contain

VPE,

VPE,

then as-parentheticals will

but if they have a more restricted form of ellipsis, like modal complement

anaphora, then the as-parentheticals can only contain modal complement anaphora. There
is no way to explain this under the vP movement hypothesis or Potts’s null operator account.
Finally, I propose a new syntactic analysis of as-parentheticals, as shown in (37). This
analysis combines null operator movement with standard VPE.2
(37)

PP
P0
as

CP
C′

Opi
C0

IP
I′

Johnk
I0

AuxP

might Aux0[E]
have

hvPi
ti tk kissed a pig

This hypothesis proposes that deletion of vPs in as-parentheticals happens in the more
traditional head–complement configuration originating in the work of Lobeck (1995) and
Merchant (2001), and familiar from the bulk of recent work on ellipsis licensing (see, especially, Aelbrecht 2009, 2010).3 Under this view, ellipsis is licensed by the [ E ] feature
2

In this dissertation, I opt to use the I0 /IP labels instead of the more conventional and contemporary T0 /TP.
In Chapter 4, I discuss at some length the Split-IP model of Chomsky (1993), inter alia, and under this view
T(P) is meaningfully distinct from I(P). Therefore, I use I(P) in order to keep these as distinct as possible.
Nothing hinges on this notational choice.
3 More

recent work has suggested that ellipsis is licensing is related to phasal spell-out (Bošković 2014,
Harwood 2013, Holmberg 2001). This literature suggests that, at least sometimes, phase-heads and ellipsis-
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sitting on a head, as it typically is in normal cases of

VPE.

The A′ -movement effects are

derived by the movement of some null operator.
This analysis fits the empirical data much more closely than the vP movement hypothesis does, but many theoretical issues still linger. In particular, it leaves open the question
of why deletion must be obligatory, and, as we will see, leaves the uncharacteristic locality
condition on the antecedent unaccounted for. I turn to these questions in Chapter 3, which
focuses on the behavior of the null operator in as-parentheticals.

2.1 Evidence for surface anaphora in as-parentheticals
Before discussing the evidence for ellipsis in as-parentheticals, it is worth reviewing
the evidence that there is any sort of surface anaphora at all. The discussion here follows LaCara Accepted closely. In particular, I review evidence from extraction, pragmatic
control (Hankamer and Sag 1976), there-sentences (Aelbrecht 2010), and the missing antecedent phenomenon (Bresnan 1971).

2.1.1 Extraction
Extraction diagnostics, as discussed in Section 1.2, run on the assumption that ellipsis
is actually the non-pronunciation of syntactic material and that deletion of phonological
material happens at a superficial level of the derivation. The idea here is that there is a
fully specified syntactic structure underlying surface anaphors, and that any material that
originates inside of the deleted material that successfully moves out will end up being pronounced.4 As such, the ability to extract material out of an ellipsis site is predicted by the
licensing heads are the same, though it is not clear that this necessarily has to be the case; see also Aelbrecht
2012. Although I argue against this view in LaCara Under Revision, it is unclear that the phasal approach to
ellipsis affects the proposal here in any way.
4 The

intent here is not to say that pronouns do not contain any syntactic structure. Much work, in fact,
relies on syntactically decomposing pronouns into smaller parts; see for instance, Cooper 1979 or Johnson
2013. Rather, pronouns do not typically receive their interpretation via deletion (though see Elbourne 2005
for some arguments that this is a useful approach in some cases).
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deletion account of ellipsis. I agree with Aelbrecht (2010:59) that the ability to move syntactic material out of an anaphor is one of the most important diagnostics for distinguishing
deletion anaphora from other sorts. As she discusses, “if a phrase can be extracted out of an
ellipsis site, the latter necessarily contains syntactic structure [. . . ] Otherwise the extracted
constituent would not have a base position to move out from.” Consequently, passing an
extraction diagnostic constitutes evidence for unpronounced syntactic structure.
A′ -movement, A-movement, and head movement are all possible out of ellipsis sites
(Goldberg 2005, Merchant 2001, Schuyler 2001), and I will discuss each of these in turn.
After this, I will return to their application in as-parentheticals. A-movement and head
movement are both possible out of as-parenthetical gaps. A′ -movement is ungrammatical,
but this is likely for independent reasons.
2.1.1.1 A′ -extraction
It is well-known that A′ -movement out of ellipsis sites is possible (Fiengo and May
1994, Schuyler 2001).5 In (38), a wh-element is extracted out of a deleted vP. As shown
in (39), pronominal anaphors like do it do not permit this sort of extraction, presumably
because the pronoun it does not contain sufficient syntactic structure to support the extraction.
(38) I don’t know which puppy you will buy, but I know [which one]i you should buy ti
(39) * I don’t know which puppy you will buy, but I know [which one] you should do it.

2.1.1.2 A-extraction
The A-extraction diagnostic is meant to work in the same way as the A′ -extraction diagnostic. Here, some argument internal to the deletion site moves to a position outside via
5 A′ -extraction

is not unlimited out of VPE sites; rather, it is subject to certain focus conditions on the
material that is left behind. See Schuyler 2001.
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A-movement. Since the subjects of unaccusative and passive clauses receive VP-internal θ roles, it follows that they first merge as the complement of V0 , assuming a fairly standard
view of the syntactic representation of argument structure.6 This means that the barge in
(40a) and (40b) must originate in the deleted VP. Likewise, raised subjects are standardly
assumed not to receive their θ -roles in the clauses in which they appear since raising predicates do not assign external θ -roles. The verb seem in (40c) is a raising predicate and is
understood to be part of the deleted material in the second conjunct. Consequently, the subject John must originate in a lower non-finite clause internal to the VP that has been deleted
since there is no place for it to receive its θ -role in the matrix clause.
(40) a. The ship sank, and I think the bargek might [sink tk ] too.
b. The ship was attacked, and I think the bargei might have been [attacked ti] too.
c. Mary seems to be happy, and Johni does [seem ti to be happy] too.
It is difficult to show that A-extraction cannot happen with deep anaphora. Most verbal
deep anaphors, like do it (and possibly do so if it is indeed a deep anaphor as Houser (2010)
argues) come along with the active verb do, which seems to prefer agentive readings as well
(see Houser 2010:42–44 for some discussion). Since do is agentive, it is incompatible with
the above cases, which are all non-agentive:
(41) a. * The ship sank, and I think the barge might do it, too.
b. * The ship was attacked, and I think the barge might have been done it, too.
c. * Mary seems to be happy, and John does it too.
Thus, even though these are all ungrammatical, we cannot conclude from this that it is
impossible to A-move out of pronouns. I know of no clear case of a verbal anaphor that
6

If VPE targets the constituent in which external arguments originate (Merchant 2013), then agentive verbs
pass this diagnostic too.
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can be directly compared to the VPE cases in (40). The inability to directly compare ellipsis
with deep anaphora in this case means that any argument about ellipsis from A-extraction
is necessarily theory-internal.

2.1.1.3 Head extraction
Head extraction is the final extraction diagnostic and occurs when a head moves out
of the material in an ellipsis site. Since main verbs do not raise out of vP in English (Pollock 1989), it is necessary to look at other languages to see clear cases of head extraction.
However, languages that have both VPE and general verb movement out of vP exhibit verb
stranding, which Goldberg (2005) argues to be indicative of head movement out of the
ellipsis site. Languages that show this behavior include Irish (42) and Portuguese (43).7
(42) Irish (McCloskey 2011)
Dúirt

siad go dtiocfadh

say.PAST they

C

siad, ach ní

come.COND they but

NEG

tháinig

ariamh.

come.PAST ever

‘They said that they would come but the never did.’
(43) Portuguese (Costa and Duarte 2001)
Eles guardam as jóias
they keep

no

banco, pois

the jewels in.the bank

todos os vizinhos

because all

que não

the neighbors that not

guardavam ∆ foram assaltados.
kept

were assaulted

‘They keep the jewels in the bank because all the neighbors that didn’t were assaulted.’
7

In addition to verb stranding, Portuguese also has null objects (Raposo 1986). However, they cannot
occur in islands, they cannot generally replace non-nominal material, and they may only replace one argument
(Cyrino and Matos 2002). Here, the gap is in an island and replaces both a direct object and a locative PP, so
the missing material cannot be due to a null object.
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Goldberg (2005) shows that verb stranding of this sort falls out from the interaction
of head movement and ellipsis. In these cases, the verb moves to a position outside of the
vP targeted for ellipsis. If the phenomenon were derived from a form of deep anaphora,
Goldberg shows that we would need a number of stipulations that would serve only to
explain the verb stranding data (for example, we would have to stipulate that verbs could
be base-generated in T0 only in verb-stranding contexts and never in other situations).
As with the A-extraction diagnostic, there is no direct evidence that head stranding is
incompatible with deep anaphors. Since most deep anaphors come with some sort of verbal
element (like the do in do it), any verb that could possibly exist inside the deep anaphor
might get blocked by the higher verbal element. Still, Goldberg’s argument is fairly sound:
We would need to significantly rebuild our well-established theories of sentence structure
semantic interpretation if we wanted to propose that verb stranding is possible with deep
anaphors.

2.1.1.4 Applying the diagnostics to as-parentheticals
As far as A-extraction and head extraction, as-parentheticals behave like VPE; however,
as-parentheticals fail the A′ -extraction test.
As discussed above, the subjects of clauses with unaccusative, passive, and raising
predicates originate internal to the VP, where they receive their θ -roles. These may be
extracted out of deletion sites. As shown in (44), as-parentheticals are permitted to occur
with these sorts of subjects. In (44a) we see that as-parentheticals can host the subjects of
unaccusatives, in (44b) we see passive subjects, and in (44c) we see raised subjects.
(44) a. The ship sank, as I thought it would ∆.

Unaccusative

b. The ship was sunk, as I thought the barge also was ∆.

Passive

c. Mary seems to be happy, as she should ∆.

Raising
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Likewise, head-movement is possible out of as-parentheticals. This can be seen in languages such as Irish and Portuguese. In the Irish example in (45), the verb rachadh appears
stranded without its arguments in an as-parenthetical (in this case, headed by mar, ‘as’).
Similar data can be found in Portuguese, as in (46) where the verb compraria is stranded
without its internal argument.
(45) Irish (McCloskey 2011)
Chuaidh se ’un an aonaigh mar a dubhairt sé a rachadh.
went

he to

the fair

as

C

said

he

C

go.COND

‘He went to the fair as he had said he would.’
(46) João comprou uma casa
João bought

a

assim como eu disse que ele compraria.

house just

as

I

said that he buy.COND

‘João bought a house, just as I said he would.’8
The A′ -extraction diagnostic fails. Similar VPE examples are grammatical.
(47) a.*?I wonder which book you will read, just as I wonder which ones you

SHOULD

∆.
b. I wonder which books you will read, and I wonder which ones you SHOULD ∆.
The fact that as-parentheticals fail this diagnostic is unsurprising. As-parentheticals are
already thought to contain an A′ -dependency from the position of the gap (Potts 2002b;
see also Section 1.3). This preexisting, obligatory A′ -dependency would interfere with any
wh-movement inside of the as-parenthetical. Consequently, there are confounding factors
that render the A′ -extraction diagnostic inconclusive.
In sum, as-parentheticals pass the A-extraction and head extraction diagnostics. The
A′ -extraction diagnostic fails, but this is plausibly due to interfering factors that make it so
that the test cannot be applied.
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2.1.2 Pragmatic control
As discussed in Section 1.2, they show that deletion does not generally permit antecedents found in the surrounding (non-linguistic) environment – in their terms, deletion
cannot be PRAGMATICALLY

CONTROLLED .

This means that deletion is dependent on pre-

viously uttered linguistic material in order to be felicitous. Pronominal anaphors, on the
other hand, can refer to situations or events in the surrounding environment without any
linguistic antecedent.
Take, for example, a situation like (48) with no previous discourse.

VPE,

as shown in

(48a), is not permissible, because there is no linguistic material to refer back to in the context. For comparison, as shown in (48b), a pronominal anaphor like the it of do it anaphora,
is much more acceptable. This is presumably because it can make reference to the situation
in a way that VPE cannot.
(48) Situation: The trash in the break room has been building up over the course of the
week, but nobody has taken care of it. It just keeps piling up every day. You come in
on Friday, though and it has disappeared. Your colleague walks in and exclaims:
a. # Somebody finally did ∆!
b. Somebody finally did it!
The requirement that ellipsis have a linguistic antecedent can be used to distinguish
pronominal anaphora from deletion anaphora. There must be a valid linguistic antecedent
in order for deletion to occur, and in the absense of one, ellipsis should fail.9 If an anaphor
9 This

has always been a controversial claim. Schachter (1977) provides several counterexamples, but
Hankamer (1978) argues that many of these are fixed forms (see also Pullum 2000). However, several more
counterexamples have been adduced over the years. More recently, Merchant (2004:718–723) and Miller and
Pullum (2013) have undertaken more detailed studies on these cases of so-called exophoric VPE. They conclude that the discourse conditions under which it is possible are fairly well constrained. From an empirical
point of view, the situations where antecedentless ellipses are possible do not appear to be the same as where
deep anaphora are available. Consequently, the diagnostic is still useful in distinguishing deep anaphors from
surface anaphors.
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is pronominal, then it should be possible without a linguistic antecedent, being able to refer
to the context. Thus, pragmatic control can tell us if an anaphor contains deletion.
Predicate as-parentheticals pass this diagnostic. Predicate as-parentheticals are not felicitous without a linguistic antecedent. This means that they pattern, at least superficially,
with deletion anaphora:
(49) Situation: The speaker is at a farm. He sees Harvey in the pigpen with his lips pressed
firmly against those of a pig. The speaker exclaims:
a.#?Aha! (Just) as I thought you would.
b.#?Aha! (Just) as you said you were!
c.#?Aha! (Just) as I suspected you might!
Speakers often report that these are not terribly unacceptable, since they are often able to
resolve the intended meaning. Critically, most speakers note a contrast between predicate
as-parentheticals (like the ones above) and propositional as-parentheticals, like the ones
in (50). Given the context in (49), speakers find these propositional as-parentheticals completely acceptable, in contrast with the predicate as-parentheticals.
(50) a. Aha! (Just) as I suspected!
b. Aha! (Just) as you promised!
c. Aha! (Just) as Mary thought!
As I discuss briefly in Section 1.3.2, it is not clear that propositional as-parentheticals
behave the same as their predicate counterpart in every way. The contrast here (as reported
in LaCara Accepted) suggests that propositional as-parentheticals lack deletion (since they
are felicitous without linguistic antecedents) whereas propositional as-parentheticals do
have deletion (because they are comparatively unacceptable without linguistic antecedents).
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Thus, predicate as-parentheticals appear to pattern with ellipsis with regard to pragmatic
control.10

2.1.3 There sentences
Aelbrecht (2010:76–77) suggests that sentences containing expletive there can be used
to diagnose ellipsis. She assumes that the correlate of there (that is, the logical subject)
must be syntactically present. Indeed, ellipsis is possible in clauses with there subjects,
especially in existential clauses:
(51) There will be no children at the party, even though I said there would.
Outside of existentials, this diagnostic runs into a slew of problems, at least in English. In order to directly compare deep and surface anaphors in this domain, we must use
active verbs since English deep anaphors strongly prefer active, agentive verbs as their antecedents. However, the verbs that take expletive there as a subject tend not to be agentive.
Consequently, although examples like (52b) are bad, it’s not clear that this is because they
contain deep anaphors. It may simply be because their antecedents are not agentive and,
therefore, not compatible with agentive do.
(52) There came a sound from the basement!
a. ?Don’t be surprised. Alex told me there would.
b. * Don’t be surprised. Alex told me there would do it/that.
Consequently, while it is possible for clauses with expletive there subjects to support ellipsis in some cases, it is not clear that expletive there effectively distinguishes between
deletion and pronominal anaphora.
10 I

must leave as an open question why propositional and predicate as-parentheticals behave differently in
this regard. As I suggested in Section 1.3, propositional as-parentheticals may involve some sort of null complement anaphora instead of deletion (see Depiante 2000). Assuming null complement anaphora is pronominal, this would explain the difference between the two.
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For the sake of comparison, it is possible to have there-sentences in as-parentheticals.
Judgments on these seem to roughly match those of VPE.
(53) There were some rotten children at the party, as you said there would be ∆.
(54) ? There came a sound from the basement, just as Alex said there would.
At the very least, then, as-parentheticals seem to pattern with VPE in this regard, but as mentioned above, this may simply be because they lack the agentive do of do it/that anaphora.

2.1.4 Missing antecedents
The missing antecedent phenomenon has long been taken to be indicative of hidden
syntactic structure (Bresnan 1971, Hankamer and Sag 1976), as noted in Section 1.2. Indefinites in a deleted constituent can introduce referents that may serve as antecedents for
pronouns, since the indefinite is actually in the syntactic structure but simply unpronounced
(Grinder and Postal 1971). Bresnan (1971) argues that this distinguishes surface anaphors
from pronominal anaphora, since pronouns do not have any syntactic structure in which the
pronominal antecedent may sit.
One way of explaining this phenomenon is as follows. Heim (1982) notes that indefinites in the scope of negation cannot introduce referents into a discourse, as shown in
(55a). Since a tall man is under the scope of negation in the ellipsis antecedent, the fact
that the pronoun he can find an antecedent in (55b) means that there must be some element
elsewhere that can establish a referent for he to pick up. The antecedent must therefore be
introduced in the second conjunct, in the deleted verb phrase.
(55) a. # Sally didn’t marry a tall man. He was seven feet tall.
b. Sally didn’t marry a tall man, but Mary managed to ∆. He was seven feet tall.
Importantly, deep anaphors do not readily permit missing antecedents, as shown in (56),
although judgments tend to be somewhat inconsistent for this diagnostic (Hankamer and
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Sag 1976:405, n.16).11 Generally, the ability to find a missing antecedent is taken as an indication of hidden syntactic structure, and so passing this diagnostic indicates that deletion
has occurred.
(56)#? Sally didn’t marry a tall man, but Mary managed (to do) it. He was seven feet tall.
Predicate as-parentheticals actually fail this diagnostic: They do not seem to permit
missing antecedents:
(57) # Sally didn’t marry a tall man, as we know Mary did. He is seven feet tall.
Thus it seems that as-parentheticals do not pattern with ellipsis on this diagnostic. If the
above characterization is right, then material in deletion sites should be able to establish
antecedents for pronouns, but the pronoun he in (57) fails to pick up an antecedent.
This does not immediately entail a deep-anaphoric analysis of as-parentheticals. Given
the original formulations of the missing antecedent phenomenon, if a pronoun can find a
missing antecedent, then there is deleted structure, but the pronoun may fail to find the
antecedent for independent reasons. To speculate briefly, one issue that might be at play
here is that a elided pronominal antecedent in a parenthetical may not be salient enough for
speakers to pick it up in a discourse.12 As such, the fact as-parentheticals do not display
the missing antecedent phenomenon is not, on its own, an argument against deletion in
as-parentheticals, but it should be considered alongside the results of other diagnostics.
11 Some

speakers will find an antecedent for he in examples like (56). For this reason, the efficacy of
this diagnostic has been called into question, most recently, to my knowledge, by Houser (2010). Houser’s
objection is basically the same as Postal’s (1972): Speakers can sometimes infer antecedents from the context,
and so this will lead to false positives. Regarding this, I agree with Hankamer and Sag’s (1976:405, n.16)
response to Postal: “the fact remains that there is a difference between VP Deletion, which readily allows
missing antecedent effects for all speakers, and sentential it (including do it) anaphora, which in general do
not.”
12 However,

material in a parenthetical can and frequently is referred to by pronouns outside of the parenthetical, as AnderBois et al. (2013) show. Though they do not look specifically at as-parentheticals, this
suggests that the badness cannot be traced only to the fact that (57) contains a parenthetical.
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2.1.5 Summary
The diagnostics above point toward as-parentheticals containing surface anaphora (i.e.,
deletion). The extraction diagnostics show that it is possible to A-move and head-move
material out of the vP in as-parentheticals, which is not easily explained on an analysis
where as-parentheticals contain a pronominal vP anaphor. Likewise, evidence from pragmatic control and there-sentences patterns with ellipsis, though it is hard to demonstrate
that there-sentences are strictly incompatible with pronominal anaphora. Finally, as-parentheticals do not pattern with ellipsis with regard to the missing antecedent phenomenon.
However, in light of other diagnostics, there is significant reason to believe that there is internal structure to the missing vP in as-parentheticals, and that that vP goes missing because
of deletion.
Crucially, this evidence is incompatible with Potts’s (2002b) claim that as-parentheticals contain an empty vP pro-form. If the vP were empty, then it would not be possible
to move material out of it, and there would be no need for deletion. Nonetheless, there is
still evidence for movement of some material from the position of the gap, as discussed in
Section 1.3.2. In the following section, I turn to the vP movement hypothesis, showing how
it is meant to resolve the tension between movement and deletion.

2.2 The vP movement analysis
In my previous work on as-parentheticals (LaCara 2015, Accepted), I propose a deletion analysis of as-parentheticals in which a vP undergoes movement to the left periphery.
It is deleted in this left-peripheral position, following Kennedy’s (2000, 2002) analysis of
comparative deletion (see also in Feria 2010 and McCloskey 2011 for similar ideas). This
is sketched in the following two trees:
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(58) Mary kissed a pig, as John might also have.

[Non-inverting]

PP
P0
as

CP
C′

hvPi i
C0

IP
I′

Johnk
I0
[EPP]
might

AuxP
Adv0

AuxP

also Aux0
have

vPi
tk kissed a pig

(59) Mary kissed a pig, as might have John.

[Inverting]

PP
P0
as

CP
C′

hvPi i
C0

IP
I′

vPi
I0
[EPP]
might

AuxP
Aux0

FP
F′

have Johnk
F0

vPi
tk kissed a pig
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In this model, which I refer to as the vP

MOVEMENT

approach, vP itself functions as an

A′ -operator, moving to SpecCP. This is meant to account for the island effects uncovered
by Potts (2002a,b) and discussed in Section 1.3.2. Potts argues that the operator in as-parentheticals is of the same category as verb phrases since the gaps in as-parentheticals appear
only where verb phrases and other predicates are possible. As I show in the previous section,
there must be a full verb phrase in as-parentheticals for material to move out of, and there
is also evidence that deletion has occurred.
The vP movement analysis allows for there to be a full vP in the structure of the asparenthetical. This capitalizes on an idea found in Kennedy’s (2000, 2002) work on comparative deletion, where he proposes that material may undergo movement to the left periphery and be deleted there rather than in the traditionally assumed head–complement
configuration (Hankamer 2003, Lobeck 1995, Merchant 2001).13
In LaCara 2015, I propose that the main difference between as-parentheticals with
canonical word order and as-parentheticals that host inversion is the availability of a clausemedial position to which subjects may move to escape deletion of vP (see Jayaseelan 2001,
Merchant 2013). This is SpecFP above. To satisfy the EPP on I0 , vP moves through SpecIP
on its way to SpecCP, similar to proposals for participial vP preposing in English (see
Samko 2014).

2.2.1 Some advantages of vP movement
One of the main advantages of this analysis is that it links the fact that vP can never be
pronounced in situ with the fact that the construction contains an A′ -dependency. Recall
that Potts (2002b) demonstrates the vP-gap in as-parentheticals cannot occur in an island,
13 It

is worth noting that this idea is in many ways different from Johnson’s (2001) proposal that verb
phrase movement is a prerequisite for verb phrase ellipsis. I claim specifically that deletion in as-parentheticals, while still a deletion operation, is a different phenomenon from verb phrase ellipsis. As Aelbrecht
and Haegeman (2012) discuss, the distribution of verb phrase topicalization is more constrained than that
of verb phrase ellipsis; for instance, VPE is not island-sensitive, whereas vP movement is. Consequently, vP
movement cannot feed VPE as it is standardly understood.
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which, as shown in (60) differentiates the construction from run-of-the mill VPE. This, he
argues, points toward an A′ trace in the position of the gap.
(60) Complex NP Island:
a.*?Mary might have kissed a pig, just as Bill liked [the idea that she might have ∆
].

[as-parenthetical ]

b. Mary might have kissed a pig, and Bill liked [the idea that she might have ∆ ].
[VPE ]

Since trace copies of movement are only pronounced under exceptional circumstances (see
Nunes 2004), we expect that vPs cannot be pronounced in situ in as-parentheticals if they
are moved, regardless of whether inversion occurs or not (Potts 2002a,b). This accounts for
the fact that the gaps in as-parentheticals are obligatory, as discussed in Section 1.3.3.1:
(61) a. Mary kissed a pig, as might have John (*kissed a pig).
b. Mary kissed a pig, as John might also have (*kissed a pig).
Thus, the vP movement analysis explains the island effects as well as the fact that vP is
obligatorily deleted in as-parentheticals.
VPE,

on the other hand, is usually optional in the sense that the grammaticality of an

utterance is not usually contingent on

VPE

having occured (Sag 1976).14 If

VPE

is truly

optional in this sense, then an analysis of deletion in as-parentheticals that relies on

VPE

must explain by some independent means why VPE is apparently obligatory in (61).
Additionally, Potts (2002b:627) shows that as-parentheticals have different locality conditions on their antecedents than

VPE

does. As discussed in Section 1.3, The

VPE

in (62)

14 However, the general acceptability of an utterance (in the sense of Chomsky 1965) can often be affected
by whether ellipsis has occurred. In many cases, it is more natural to elide when possible, and linguistically
naïve speakers sometimes report that such sentences sound unusual when ellipsis is not done.
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can apparently find its antecedent at an arbitrary distance, whereas the as-parenthetical in
(63) must be syntactically adjacent to its antecedent.
(62) The fact that Sue [read the map carefully] probably means that she [stayed on the
trails], but we aren’t sure whether Chuck did vP .
a. vP = stay on the trails
b. vP = read the map carefully
(63) The fact that Sue [read the map carefully] probably means that she [stayed on the
trails], as we know Chuck did vP .
a. vP = stay on the trails
b. vP 6= read the map carefully
Potts observes that this behavior is also observed in comparatives. Comparative deletion,
which deletes the standard of comparison, must take a local antecedent (Kennedy 1997:154,
Lechner 2004). In (64), the antecedent must be long, and not wide. Compare this to (63).
(64) The table is wider than this rug is, but this rug is longer than the desk is DegP.
a. DegP = d-long
b. DegP 6= d-wide
As Kennedy (1999) discusses, this locality condition is evidence that comparative deletion
is not

VPE,

since

VPE

can find antecedents at an arbitrary distance as shown in (62). The

same argument applies to as-parentheticals, since they apparently show the same locality
conditions as comparative deletion.
Under Kennedy’s (2002) analysis of comparative deletion, this locality condition is
accounted for by movement of the standard of comparison into the left periphery of the
standard clause (that is, the than-clause), where a matching requirement is imposed similar
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to the one proposed for restrictive relative clauses (Cresti 2000, Sauerland 1998; see also
Bhatt and Takahashi 2011).
(65)
DegP
DegP

PP

Deg

AP

-er

long

P

CP
C′

than DegPi
hDegC i

AP C

TP
. . . ti . . .

hlongi

The proposal for as-parentheticals, shown above in (58) and (59), is similar: The vP moves
into the left periphery and there is a matching requirement between the moved vP and the
vP to which the as-parenthetical is adjoined. If the the verb phrases do not match, as in
(63b), deletion is not possible.

2.2.2 Problems with vP movement
Still, I would argue that the above analysis leaves us in a theoretically uncomfortable position. Although the analysis accounts for most of the observed facts, it is still conceptually
unsatisfying in at least three different ways.
A. There is no clear evidence that vP moves.
By adopting this analysis, we simply trade obligatory deletion for obligatory movement to explain why vP cannot be pronounced in situ. Of course, we have tools for
explaining why material must move (we can always appeal to an [ EPP ] feature, for
example), but this movement happens regardless of whether vP or some other ele-

40

ment moves.15 There is little direct evidence that vP itself moves, and there should
be at least some hint as to why movement is necessary.
B. There is still obligatory deletion.
We still have to delete vP, it’s just that now it happens in a different position – SpecCP.
The fact is that vP cannot optionally be pronounced in this position, either (*. . . as
[kiss a pig] John might have). The obligatoriness of deletion in this position is a stipulation the vP movement approach inherits from Kennedy’s (2000, 2002) analyses
of deletion in comparatives. If there is deletion – and there seems to be – we should
want to understand why it must occur.
C. The proposed deletion operation is not well established or attested.
Ellipsis operations are usually thought to be the result of some head licensing the nonpronunciation of its complement (Hankamer 2003, Lobeck 1995, Merchant 2001,
2004). Here, deletion appears to occur in a specifier, and it is unclear what licenses
it. The only other place I know of where a deletion operation of this sort has been
suggested is in Kennedy 2000, 2002, though Bhatt and Takahashi (2011) suggest that
deletion in comparatives may be related to the kind of deletion employed in the deletion analysis of relative clauses. This is more of a background concern: It is distinctly
possible that this is a poorly attested deletion phenomenon, and in LaCara 2015, I
argue that the facts in as-parentheticals constitute independent justification for the
existence of the move-and-delete approach to comparatives proposed by Kennedy.
15 Potts’s

(2002a) argument that it is a vP that moves comes from the position of the gaps in as-parentheticals: The gaps must be vP gaps because they appear where vPs would (as opposed to relative pronouns). An
elliptical analysis, however, makes exactly the same prediction about the distribution of the gaps. In Kennedy
2002:572–575, movement of degree operators occurs for reasons of semantic compositionality. I set aside
the details here; suffice it to say, semantic compositionality cannot be sufficient to motivate narrow syntactic
movement. This movement could happen on the LF branch, something Kennedy exploits for comparative
subdeletion. Jeremy Hartman asks whether vP movement could happen at LF while ellipsis happens at PF.
I think that, in principle, this is possible, but there are still some conceptual problems with it. First, as with
overt vP movement, there is no direct evidence that it happens. Second, it would be difficult to explain why
ellipsis must happen in as-parentheticals if vP moved covertly. I will argue, following Kennedy and Merchant
(2000), that movement out of vP requires its deletion, but movement of vP itself could not do this.
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Nonetheless, it is ultimately a worthwhile goal to see if apparently independent phenomena can be broken down into component mechanisms, and so if deletion in asparentheticals can be reduced to more general cases of verb phrase deletion, this
would be theoretically appealing.
To summarize the points A–C, although there is evidence for movement, it is not clear
why vP should move, and no matter what analysis is adopted, obligatory vP deletion must be
a part of it. That deletion has been proposed to be a variant of Kennedy’s (2002) approach to
comparative deletion, but this hinges on the vP movement analysis being the correct one. In
the following subsection, I turn toward empirical problems with the vP movement approach.
Cross-linguistically, the evidence points away from vP movement and comparative deletion
and toward typical, head-licensed ellipses.

2.3 As-parentheticals contain VPE
In this section, I lay the foundations for the null-operator account of deletion in asparentheticals. I will argue against the vP movement analysis on empirical grounds and
show instead that the facts are more in line with standard implementations of vP ellipsis.
The bulk of this argument is based on the empirical observation that as-parentheticals
seem to correlate with the ability to delete verb phrases elsewhere in a language and, crucially, not with the ability to move verb phrases. As I will discuss, there is cross-linguistic
evidence that deletion in as-parentheticals must be the result of
VPE

VPE:

If a language lacks

in a certain context, then it will not permit deletion of a vP in that context in an as-

parenthetical, either. Additionally, in some languages vP movement is generally unavailable
or targets different material than VPE. The gaps left by as-parentheticals in these languages
pattern with VPE and not with vP movement. This evidence points away from the vP movement hypothesis and instead toward an analysis where
as-parentheticals.
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VPE

is implicit in the derivation of

2.3.1 Evidence for (verb phrase) ellipsis
There are compelling empirical reasons to believe that deletion in as-parentheticals is
derived in a manner similar to VPE. Languages that allow VPE generally appear to allow vP
as-parentheticals fairly freely. Danish, Irish, and Portuguese, for example, all permit

VPE,

as the (a) examples below show. Each of these languages also have as-parentheticals that
target vPs, as shown in the (b) examples.
(66) Danish
a. Mona og Jasper vaskede

bilen,

eller rettere Mona gjorde ∆.

Mona and Jasper wash.PST car.DEF, or

rather Mona do.PST

‘Mona and Jasper washed the car, or rather Mona did.’
b. (Potts 2002b:626, (5b))
Politiets

Efterretningstjeneste

er i

hælene

på Bugsy som

police.DEF.GEN inverstigation.service.DEF is in heels.DEF on Bugsy, as
de

burde være ∆.

they should be
‘The FBI is hot on Bugsy’s heels, as they should be.’
(67) Irish: (McCloskey 2011)
a. Dúirt

siad go dtiocfadh

say.PAST they

C

siad, ach ní

come.COND they but

NEG

tháinig

ariamh ∆.

come.PAST ever

‘They said that they would come but the never did.’
b. Chuaidh se ’un an aonaigh mar a dubhairt sé a rachadh ∆.
went

he to

the fair

as

C

said

‘He went to the fair as he had said he would.’
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he

C

go.COND

(68) Portuguese:
a. (Costa and Duarte 2001)
Eles guardam as jóias
they keep

no

banco, pois

the jewels in.the bank

todos os vizinhos

because all

que

the neighbors that

não guardavam ∆ foram assaltados.
not kept

were assaulted

‘They keep the jewels in the bank because all the neighbors that didn’t were
assaulted.’
b. (LaCara Accepted)
Ele pregará

à

Igreja

Eleita

como disse que pregaria

he preach.FUT to.the Church Elected as

∆.

said that preach.COND

‘he will preach to the Elected Church, as he said he would.’
Crucially (and this is a point I will come back to in Section 2.3.2), the material that
can be stranded by as-parentheticals matches what can be stranded by

VPE.

Danish, like

English, strands auxiliary verbs alongside ellipsis sites (Houser et al. 2011, Platzack 2012),
and what we find in (66) is that as-parentheticals also do this. Conversely, both Irish and
Portuguese exhibit a phenomenon known as verb-stranding verb phrase ellipsis, where a
main verb moves out of and is stranded next to a VPE site (see Goldberg 2005, McCloskey
1991, 2011 for Irish; Cyrino and Matos 2002 and Raposo 1986 for Portuguese). As-parentheticals in these languages behave the same with regard to this phenomenon – we find verb
stranding in as-parentheticals as well.
This observation is not entirely new. Noting that as-parentheticals strand the same material as VPE in Irish, McCloskey (2011) argues that this is evidence that as-parentheticals and
VPE

target the same constituent. However, he assumes that as-parentheticals are derived by

vP movement (which, as I discuss below, is problematic since Irish might otherwise lack

44

vP movement). Indeed, vP movement does not make different predictions for Irish (or Portuguese) than an ellipsis account would. As long as the verb can move out of vP, both
approaches make the same prediction:
(69) a. vP movement:
[CP [vP tv0

OBJ

] [IP

SUBJ VERB+I0 tvP

]]

b. vP ellipsis:
[IP

SUBJ VERB+I0 [vP tv0 OBJ

]]

To tell the difference between these hypotheses, then, we must look at languages where
vP movement and VPE strand different material. While the languages above all allow VPE
in most tensed clauses, not all languages do. Many languages only allow deletion of verb
phrases after non-epistemic modals, a phenomenon widely referred to as MODAL COMPLE MENT ANAPHORA ,

or MCA for short. Although MCA was originally thought to be a form of

deep anaphora (that is, a non-deletion dependency; see Depiante 2000), recent research has
suggested that it is, in fact, elliptical in nature (Aelbrecht 2009, 2010, Cyrino and Matos
2006, Dagnac 2010).16
What is so intriguing about languages that display

MCA

rather than

cate as-parentheticals in these languages obey the restrictions on
phrases that can be targeted by

MCA

MCA .

VPE

is that predi-

That is, only verb

– the complements of non-epistemic modals – may

be deleted in as-parentheticals. This points toward an ellipsis account of as-parentheticals
rather than a vP movement approach.
16

Depiante argues that modal complement anaphora in Spanish is not VPE. This is based on her claim that
it is impossible to extract out of MCA sites. However, this claim may have been premature. Dagnac (2010)
shows that extraction is possible when the proper focus contrasts between antecedent and ellipsis clauses are
established (see, e.g., Schuyler 2001), and my own investigations verify this.
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2.3.1.1 Dutch
Vicente (2014) shows that in Dutch the only clauses that permit predicate as-parentheticals are those with modals that support modal complement anaphora, supporting the view
that the missing vPs in as-parentheticals undergo ellipsis and not movement.
Aelbrecht (2010) argues that MCA in Dutch can only occur after modals that receive a
non-epistemic interpretation. Thus, deontic modals license ellipsis of their complements:
(70) Dutch (Aelbrecht 2010:47, (58b))
Jessica wil

niet gaan werken morgen,

Jessica wants not go

work

maar ze

tomorrow but

moet [gaan werken

she must go

work

morgen].
tomorrow
‘Jessica doesn’t want to go to work tomorrow, but she must.’
Modals receiving an epistemic interpretation, however, cannot license the ellipsis of their
complements:
(71) Dutch (Aelbrecht 2010:49, (61b))
Arne zegt dat hij niet de hele

taart heeft opgegeten, maar hij moet wel

Arne says that he not the whole pie
?*( de hele

has

up.eaten

but

he must

PRT

taart hebben opgegeten), want ze is weg.

the whole pie

have

up.eaten

for

she is away.

‘Arene says he didn’t eat the whole pie, but he must have, for it is gone.’
Likewise, aspectual, non-modal auxiliaries do not license the deletion of their complements
either:
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(72) Dutch (Aelbrecht 2010:50, (62b))
Guido ging niet bellen, maar hij heeft toch *(gebeld).
Guido went not to.call, but

he has

PRT

called

‘Guido wasn’t going to call, but he did nevertheless.’
Thus, we see that Dutch only allows for ellipsis of vP after non-epistemic modals. Ellipsis
after epistemic modals and other auxiliaries is not possible.
Vicente (2014) shows that the same facts hold of the missing vPs in as-parentheticals:
The gaps may only follow non-epistemic modals. As shown in (73), the only interpretation
the modal may receive is deontic.
(73) Jessica gaat werken morgen,
Jessica goes work

[zoals ze zei dat ze moest ∆ ].

tomorrow, as

she said that she must

[Xdeontic / ∗ epistemic]
Just as in normal elliptical cases, (74) shows that the gap cannot follow an aspectual auxiliary in an as-parenthetical.
(74) * Jessica is vandaag inderdaad gaan werken [zoals ze zei dat ze was ∆ ].
Jessica is today

indeed

gone work

as

she said that she was

If we assume that the [ E ] feature for ellipsis can only attach to non-epistemic modals
(Aelbrecht 2010), then this fact is explained if Dutch as-parentheticals contain VPE. I show
below that Spanish displays exactly the same behavior.
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2.3.1.2 Spanish
Spanish shows behavior identical to that of Dutch.17 Like Dutch, Spanish does not
permit ellipsis after (non-modal) auxiliary verbs, as in (75a) (Depiante 2000, Zagona 1988).
The same behavior is observed in as-parentheticals, as shown in (75a).
(75) Spanish:
a. * Juan no
Juan

NEG

ha visto a María, pero Pablo ha ∆.
has seen

María, but Pablo has

Intended: ‘Juan hasn’t seen Mary, but Pablo has.’
b. * Juan ha visto a María, (así) como Pablo ha ∆.
Juan has seen

María, (just) as

Pablo has

Intended: ‘Juan has seen Mary, just as Pablo has.’
However, as shown in (76b), modal-complement anaphora is possible in Spanish when the
clause contains a deontic modal (see Depiante 2000). Likewise, vP as-parentheticals are
possible if the as-parenthetical contains a deontic modal:18
(76) a. Juan no
Juan

NEG

pudo ver a María, pero Pablo pudo ∆.
could see

María, but Pablo could

‘Juan couldn’t see Mary, but Pablo could.’

17 Thanks

to Jon Ander Mendia for help with this data.

18 It

is worth noting some of the weird behavior of Spanish modals. Generally speaking, deontic and epistemic modals tend to show very different syntactic behavior in Spanish. For instance, the modal poder, ‘can,
could, to be able to’, takes an infinitival vP complement when it is deontic, as shown here. As an epistemic,
it takes a subjunctive CP complement, as in Puede que María viera a Juan, roughly ‘It could be the case that
María saw Juan’.
That said, Depiante (2000) reports a second, epistemic reading when modals take vP complements. Jon
Ander Mendia (p.c.) tells me that this reading, which is hard to get, is not really like the epistemic reading
above; rather, in addition to the deontic reading, María pudo ver a Juan means something like ‘For all I
know, María could see Juan.’ Importantly, however, this reading is completely unavailable in both modal
complement anaphora and in as-parentheticals, consistent with Vicente’s claims about Dutch.

48

b. Juan pudo ver a María, así como Pablo pudo ∆.
Juan could see

María, just as

Pablo could

‘Juan could see Mary, just as Pablo could.’
Crucially, Spanish as-parentheticals show the same island sensitivity found in their English
equivalents. Although modal complement anaphora can occur in an island, as in (77a), asparentheticals do not allow gaps to occur in islands, as shown in (77b). This is evidence
that as-parentheticals in Spanish involve A′ -movement, as in other languages, suggesting
that this is not just a case of regular modal complement anaphora, but a construction of the
same class as English as-parentheticals.
(77) a. María no
María

NEG

pudo ver a Juan, pero yo conozco a un hombre que pudo ∆.
could see

Juan, but I

know

a

man

that could

‘María couldn’t see Juan, but I know a man who could.’
b.??María pudo ver a Juan, así como yo también conozco a un hombre que
María could see

Juan, just as

I

also

know

a

man

that

pudo ∆.
could
‘*María could see Juan, just as I know a man who could.’
Taken together, this evidence suggests that as-parentheticals in Spanish are dependent on
the process that derives modal complement anaphora, since the restrictions on the phenomena are the same.

2.3.1.3 Why movement cannot explain this
The data above show that languages use whichever verb phrase deletion strategy they
have to delete vPs in as-parentheticals, and that is problematic for the vP movement hypoth-
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esis. Under the vP movement hypothesis, it should not matter whether a language has VPE
or MCA, since the vP moves out of the domain of [ E ] feature that licenses these phenomena.
Aelbrecht (2010) argues that the primary distinction between

VPE

and

MCA

has to do

with the heads that may host the [ E ] feature. The [ E ] feature licenses ellipsis of the complement to the head on which it sits. Languages like Dutch and Spanish restrict the [ E ]
feature to non-epistemic modals, but in languages like English the [ E ] feature may attach
to a greater variety of functional heads. This explains the different distribution of ellipsis in
these languages.
Cruicially, whichever [ E ] feature a language has, it cannot delete material that has
moved out of its complement. As I discussed in in Section 1.2, if some material moves
out of the domain of the [ E ] feature, that material will escape deletion because the command to delete the complement of [ E ] will be sent after movement has occurred.
The movement hypothesis, therefore, cannot explain the distribution of vP deletion in
Dutch and Spanish. MCA can only delete the complement of a non-epistemic modal, but vP
will be moved out of the complement position of that modal:
(78) [CP vP [IP

MODAL[E] tvP ]

In LaCara 2015 I propose that the vP is deleted in the left periphery by comparative deletion,
but there is no obvious way to make comparative deletion of this sort sensitive to the kind
of modal sitting lower in the structure.
Likewise, there is no satisfactory way to make movement sensitive to this distinction,
either. If Aelbrecht’s view is right, then the VPE–MCA distinction has nothing to do with the
particular vPs involved, and it has been shown independently that

VPE

and vP-movement

are subject to different constraints (Aelbrecht and Haegeman 2012). Given this, it is very
difficult to see how vP movement could be restricted in such a way as to mimic the kind
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of verbal ellipsis available in a language,19 let alone why it would be. Below, I argue that
there is good empirical evidence that vP movement should not be restricted in such a way.
In summary, what we have seen here is that there is a correlation between what vPs may
be targeted for ellipsis and which vPs may be targeted in as-parentheticals. Languages that
allow

VPE

generally allow all vPs to be targeted in as-parentheticals, but languages that

allow only MCA only permit complement to non-epistemic modals to be targeted. This follows neatly from an analysis where ellipsis derives as-parentheticals – we expect ellipsis to
have the same restrictions wherever it occurs in a language – but it is ultimately mysterious
on an analysis where the gap in an as-parenthetical is the trace of vP movement.

2.3.2 Evidence against vP movement
In addition to the evidence that the of kind ellipsis available in a language is the kind
that occurs in as-parentheticals, there is also evidence suggesting that vP movement does
not occur. This evidence comes from two observations:
i. In some languages, material stranded by ordinary vP movement cannot be stranded
in as-parentheticals.
ii. As-parentheticals can target vPs that do not ordinarily move.
Here, I draw on evidence from Spanish, Portuguese, and Irish. Spanish has vP fronting, but
more vPs are valid targets for movement than targets for as-parentheticals, and the material
that moved vPs leave behind does not match what is left in as-parentheticals. A comparison with Portuguese shows that the ability to strand verbs in as-parentheticals correlates
with the presence of

VPE.

Irish, on the other hand, does not seem to have vP movement

generally, but it does allow as-parentheticals. Although it is possible to explain this as a PF
19 That

is, unless verb phrase ellipsis is fed by vP movement anyway (Johnson 2001). As noted in Footnote
13, this is not a viable hypothesis.
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issue (McCloskey 2011), an analysis that does not rely on vP movement is more directly
compatible with the facts.

2.3.2.1 Spanish and Portuguese
A comparison between vP movement in Spanish and (Brazilian) Portuguese provides
evidence that the vP movement hypothesis is not on the right track. Both Spanish and Portuguese strand verbs in inflectional positions when vPs are topicalized, but only Portuguese
has VPE (as opposed to MCA). Only Portuguese allows verbs to be stranded in as-parentheticals, and so we may conclude that the ability to strand verbs in as-parentheticals correlates
with VPE and not with vP movement.
Spanish and Portuguese both display a phenomenon called predicate clefting (see Vicente 2007, 2009 for Spanish and Bastos 2001 for Portuguese).20 In this construction, a vP
appears fronted to the left along with vP-internal material such as direct and indirect objects
and various adverbials. To the right of this is the subject and inflected verbs:21
20 This

pattern is also attested in Hebrew (Landau 2006, 2007) and Russian (Abels 2001), where essentially
the same analysis discussed here is usually adopted.
21 When

a verb phrase containing a direct object is topicalized in Spanish, an object clitic must appear, as
shown in (79a). As Vicente (2007:111–112) discusses, it is not so clear that there should be a clitic in these
contexts. In most Spanish dialects, object clitic doubling is restricted in various ways; see Ordóñez 2012 for
a summary. In most dialects, this clitic is typically obligatory when a direct object is topicalized on its own
(resulting in clitic left dislocation), but in predicate clefts, a vP is topicalized rather than the object DP. It is
not clear why vP topicalization should make the appearance of an object clitic necessary.
Jeremy Hartman (p.c.), noting this, raises a concern that the construction might not actually involve vP
movement at all, but base-generation of the vP in the left periphery and concomitant movement of the clitic
from object position in a lower vP:
(i)

[vP leer el libro rápido] Juan loi ha leído ti .

There are a few reasons this is unlikely. In dialects where the verb roots of the fronted vP and the inflected verb
must match, the verb phrase and the inflected verb cannot be separated by an island boundary (see footnote
22). This indicates that the vP has moved, and the requirement that the verb roots match can be derived from
the copy theory of movement (see below). Furthermore, there must be an object clitic associated with the
lower copy of the verb and not a full DP. Full DPs are strongly marked, according to Vicente (2007:63).
(ii) ??Leer
un libro, Juan ha leído un libro.
read.INF a book Juan has read a book
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(79) Spanish (Vicente 2007, 2009)
a. [vP Leer

el libro rápido ]i , Juan lo ha leído ti .

read.INF the book quickly ,

Juan

CL

has read

‘As for reading the book quickly, Juan has read it quickly.’
b. [vP Salir

con Clara ]i , Juan ha salido

go.out.INF with Clara ,

ti .

Juan has gone.out

‘As for going out with Clara, Juan has indeed gone out (with her).’
(80) Portuguese (Bastos 2001)
[lav-ar

o

carro] o

wash-INF the car

João lav-ou.

the João wash-PST.3SG

‘As for washing the car, João washed (it).’
Crucially, the verb root in the fronted vP must be identical to the one of the verb in the
lower position.22 This fact is explained straightforwardly as the interaction of verb movement with vP topicalization under the copy theory of movement (Chomsky 1995). Both
languages require the verb to move to an inflectional position outside of vP. After this
occurs, the verb phrase is topicalized to the left periphery. Under the copy theory of movement, this generates a copy of the verb root in the inflectional position and a copy of the
verb root in the topicalized vP. Morphological requirements require the verb to be pronounced in the inflectional position, but the verb also must be pronounced in the fronted
If the case in (79a) does, in fact, contain object clitic doubling, then it is possible to associate the object clitic
with the object in the fronted DP using the normal means (as Vicente 2007:112 discusses). But, as best as I
can tell, it is unclear why (ii) should be bad if the first vP is base-generated in the left periphery, since there
does not appear to be a way to stop there being a full DP object in both the topic vP and the lower vP.
22

There are dialects where this is not strictly true. For speakers who accept such a mismatch, it can be
independently shown that the verb phrase in the left periphery has not undergone movement. See Cable 2004
and the discussion in Vicente 2007.
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vP as well.23 Infinitival morphology in the topicalized vP is inserted post-syntactically to
support the stranded root:
(81) [CP [vP
|
(82) [CP [vP
|

√

√

sal- con Clara ] [TP Juan ha [AspP sal-ido [vP
{z
}
|
lav- o carro ] [TP o João lav-ou [vP
{z
}
|

√

√

sal- con Clara ]]]]
{z
}

lav- o carro ]]]
{z
}

Thus, here we see that vP fronting in Spanish and Portuguese strands a copy of the

verb in an inflectional position. If Spanish as-parentheticals are derived by vP movement,
then we expect to see similar verb-stranding behavior in as-parentheticals. However, this is
impossible:
(83) * Pedro ha salido

con María, así como Juan ha salido.

Pedro has gone.out with María, just as

Juan has gone.out

Intended: ‘Pedro has gone out with María, just as Juan has.’
Portuguese, however, allows verb stranding in as-parentheticals:
(84) Ele pregará

à

Igreja

Eleita

como disse que pregaria

he preach.FUT to.the Church Elected as

∆.

said that preach.COND

‘he will preach to the Elected Church, as he said he would.’

[= (68b)]

If vP movement derives as-parentheticals, it is unclear why, in Spanish, V0 -to-I0 (or V0 to-Asp0 ) movement would be blocked in as-parentheticals but not in predicate clefting.
Presumably, the inflectional heads that attract the verb are the same in both cases. Additionally, it is unclear what the difference between Spanish and Portuguese would be that
accounts for their different behavior in this domain.
23 Exactly why two copies of the verb are pronounced is a contentious issue. See Bastos 2001, LaCara 2016,

Landau 2006, and Nunes 2004 for various ideas.
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One possibility is that Portuguese as-parentheticals contain null objects rather than ellipsis. It has been known for some time that Portuguese has both VPE and null object drop.
Distinguishing the phenomena can be difficult, each of them is known not to occur in certain contexts (Costa and Duarte 2001, Cyrino and Matos 2002, Raposo 1986). For instance,
Costa and Duarte (2001) note that in Brazilian Portuguese it has been shown that null objects can occur in islands, but only if their referents are non-animate, as in (85). They also
show that null objects in islands must be nominal – they cannot stand in for, say, prepositional elements, as in (86). The verb gostar, ‘to like’, normally takes a PP complement
headed by the preposition de, ‘of’, but no null complement is permitted here (my glosses
and translations, again).
(85) a. E

este carro?

and this car
‘What about this car?’
b. ?O Zé ficou nervoso porque o

Pedro comprou.

the Zé was nervous because the Pedro bought
‘Zé was nervous because Pedro bought it.’
(86) a. Ninguém falou desse carro?
nobody

spoke of.this car

‘Didn’t anyone talk about this car?’
b. * O Zé ficou nervoso porque o

Pedro gosta imenso.

the Zé was nervous because the Pedro likes immensely
Intended: ‘Zé was nervous because Pedro liked it
immensely.’
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As-parentheticals are themselves islands, and as shown in (84), the non-nominal argument
à Igreja Eleita, ‘to the Elected Church’, goes missing in the as-parenthetical. Since only
nominal arguments can be null arguments in islands, this is evidence that ellipsis has occurred.
Additionally, verb-stranding VPE in Brazilian Portuguese is subject to the so-called verb
matching requirement, discussed extensively by Goldberg (2005). This is a requirement that
verbs have the same verb root in the antecedent clause and the ellipsis clause, even when
the verbs have the same meanings:
(87) * Quando a
When

Ana colocou os óculos na

mesa, a

Maria também pôs.

the Ana put.PST the glasses on.the table, the Maria too

put.PST

Intended: ‘When Ana put the glasses on the table, the Maria did too.’
a

[Cyrino and Matos 2002:(14b)]

As-parentheticals also display this behavior. When the stranded verb does not match the
verb in the antecedent clause, speakers reject the utterance as unacceptable. Thus in (88),
the verb roots in comprou, ‘bought’, and comapraria, ‘would buy’, match, and the as-parenthetical is grammatical. However, if one of roots is changed, as in (88), the utterance becomes unacceptable.24
(88) João comprou uma casa
João bought

a

assim como eu disse que ele compraria.

house just

as

I

said that he buy.COND

‘João bought a house, just as I said he would.’

24 The

judgment *? reflects the fact that both my informants reported that they could figure out what the
intended meaning was, but as an L2 speaker, I shouldn’t talk that way.
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(89)*? João comprou uma casa,
João bought

a

assim como eu disse que construia.

house, just

as

I

said that build.COND

Intended: ‘João bought a house, just as I said he would build a house.’
The fact that the verb-matching requirement holds of as-parentheticals is therefore evidence
that VPE has occurred and not object drop.
Thus, we have a lot of evidence here that VPE can account for missing vPs in as-parentheticals. As discussed above, Portuguese is a verb-stranding

VPE

language, and there is

evidence that as-parentheticals follow the rules of verb-stranding VPE. However, Spanish is
not: As discussed above, Spanish only allows deletion after non-epistemic modals. Zagona
(1988:169) shows that even in verb-stranding scenarios, VPE is not possible in Spanish.
(90) * Cuando Juan puso las gafas
when

Juan put

en la mesa, Pedro también puso ∆.

the glasses on the table, Pedro also

put

Intended: ‘Juan put the glasses on the table, but Pedro didn’t.’
This contrasts directly with Portuguese. As mentioned above, Portuguese allows verbstranding VPE to occur with all sorts of verbs, not just deontic modals.
(91) Quando a
When

Ana pôs

os óculos na

mesa, a

Maria também pôs ∆.

the Ana put.PST the glasses on.the table, the Maria too

put.PST

‘When Ana put the glasses on the table, the Maria did too.’
a

[Cyrino and Matos 2002:(14a)]

The contrast between (83) and (84) is explained if as-parentheticals contain ellipsis. It
can be reduced to fact that Portuguese is a language with

VPE

while Spanish is not. Both

languages strand verbs in vP movement contexts, so if vP movement were responsible for
verb-stranding behavior in as-parentheticals, then we would expect the same verb-stranding
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behavior in as-parentheticals in both languages, but this is not what we find. Rather, the
ability to strand verbs in an as-parenthetical correlates with the availability of VPE.

2.3.2.2 Irish
Irish presents a variation on the problem Spanish poses for the vP movement hypothesis.
Irish, as shown in (67) above and repeated here as (92), has both verb-stranding

VPE

and

as-parentheticals, and like Portuguese, its as-parentheticals contain verb-stranding as well:
(92) a. Dúirt

siad go dtiocfadh

say.PAST they

C

siad, ach ní

come.COND they but

NEG

tháinig

ariamh ∆.

come.PAST ever

‘They said that they would come but they never did.’
b. Chuaidh se ’un an aonaigh mar a dubhairt sé a rachadh ∆.
went

he to

the fair

as

C

said

he

‘He went to the fair, as he had said he would.’

C

go.COND
[McCloskey 2011]

Although Irish has as-parentheticals, as shown in (92b), it does not generally have vP
movement, as shown by McCloskey (2011):
(93) * [vP Eoghan beir an duais do Chiarán ]i a
bhéarfaidh ti .
√
Eoghan give the prize to Ciarán
COMP give.FUT
Intended: ‘It’s Eoghan the prize to Ciarán that will give.
There are several things happening in example (93), so I will try to unpack it. Irish is a
VSO

language, and it is widely assumed that subjects remain in vP (though see McCloskey

2001).25 Thus, if vPs front, they include the subject, which is why Eoghan is included in
the fronted material above. Furthermore, Irish is a language that appears to always include
25 Even

if subjects move out of SpecvP, they must be constained in the constituent targeted under the vP
movement hypothesis since subjects are deleted in Irish as-parentheticals.
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V0 -to-I0 movement in finite clauses. McCloskey assumes, following Landau (2006), that
this will result in a copy of the verb in the fronted material and in I0 , which is why there is
a verb root in the fronted material as well as an inflected verb (a phenomenon to which I
return below). The result, however, is ungrammatical.
Even though it appears that vP movement is not possible in Irish, McCloskey nonetheless argues that as-parentheticals are derived via vP movement. He argues that vP fronting,
per se, is not ungrammatical, but rather that the presence of the root in the fronted material
is the source of ungrammaticality in (93), proposing that vP movement results in morphological ill-formedness: Since there are no infinitive verb forms in Irish, there is no default
form of the verb and thus no way to pronounce the bare root in the fronted vP. As a consequence, this renders the resulting structure ineffable, and the derivation crashes at PF. That
is, under normal circumstances vP fronting results in an unpronounceable structure. He assumes, however, that vP deletion can repair the structure by deleting the unpronounceable
verb root.26 Thus, if as-parentheticals involve deletion, as he argues, deletion of the moved
vP deletes the offending verb root, and the structure will be pronounceable.
I think this is a plausible explanation for why (overt) vP fronting fails in Irish, though
it does not on its own rule out the possibility that the ungrammaticality is a syntactic problem.27 In terms of parsimony, it seems better to propose that as-parentheticals in Irish contain VPE, which is well-established to be a part of the language, than appealing to movement
that lacks independent attestation.
26 For

a recent implementation of this same idea in a different domain, see Merchant (2015). See also Saab
(2008) for related ideas.
27 Part

of the issue is that the explanation begs the question why vP-fronting structures cannot normally be
rescued by other means, or why bare verb roots cannot be pronounced on their own. If unpronounceable vPs
can be rescued at PF by deletion, one might expect that other PF or morphophonological repair mechanisms
could step in to render examples like (93) permissible. Although it is typical for languages to use infinitive
verb forms in their fronted vPs, this is by no means universal; Scandinavian languages, for example, permit
inflected verbs to appear in topicalized verb phrases (Platzack 2012). Furthermore, one might expect that the
offending verb root might itself be deleted at PF if it is not fulfilling any other morphological role, following
Nunes (2004).
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2.3.2.3 Summary
What we see, then, is that languages that permit verb-stranding

VPE

stranding in as-parentheticals, but if they do not permit verb-stranding

also permit verb
VPE,

they do not

permit verb stranding in as-parentheticals. This is expected if VPE is part of the derivation of
as-parentheticals. If as-parentheticals were derived by vP movement, however, we expect to
see verb stranding in Spanish as-parentheticals, counter to fact. Additionally, we may also
predict that Irish should not have as-parentheticals at all. The lack of

VPE

in Spanish and

its presence in Irish explain these languages straightforwardly if as-parentheticals contain
ellipsis.

2.4 Chapter summary
In this section, I argued that the vP movement analysis of as-parentheticals faces several
conceptual and empirical challenges. First, I argued that the vP movement analysis of asparentheticals in LaCara 2015, Accepted leaves open the question why there should be vP
movement at all and why there must be deletion of that vP. Then, I argued that there is
positive evidence for

VPE

in as-parentheticals, in that only vPs that could in principle be

targeted for VPE or modal complement anaphora may be targeted for deletion in as-parentheticals. I followed this by showing that as-parentheticals do not track vP movement in
languages like Irish and Spanish, casting the movement analysis into doubt.
It remains, of course, to be seen whether this correlation holds across a broader range
of languages. Many other languages exhibit

VPE,

including Russian and Hebrew, and if

this correlation is on the right track, these languages should be expected to display vP asparentheticals, if they permit anything like as-parentheticals at all. Crucially, the hypothesis
would be falsified if there is a language which permits vP as-parentheticals to occur while
other sorts of vP deletion is impossible. This would be a language where

VPE

is gener-

ally impossible but vP as-parentheticals occur, or where there are particular restrictions on
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where ellipsis can happen but these restrictions are ignored by as-parentheticals. At the
moment, I know of no such cases.28
This is entirely consistent with the argument I make in LaCara Accepted that as-parentheticals must contain deletion, contra Potts (2002a,b). What we see here is that, crosslinguistically, as-parentheticals track the ability to do ellipsis, which is unexpected if they
do not contain deletion. But if this is ellipsis, then we must find new explanations for
the properties of as-parentheticals that the movement analysis accounted for, namely the
obligatory deletion of vP, the sensitivity to islands, and the more stringent locality condition
on the identity requirement.

2.4.1 A new proposal
As a starting place, I propose the general analysis of as-parentheticals, as sketched in
(94). vP movement is replaced by two operations: Movement of a null operator, and

VPE

licensed by the [ E ] feature.
This hypothesis proposes that deletion of vPs in as-parentheticals happens in the more
traditional head–complement configuration originating in the work of Lobeck (1995) and
Merchant (2001), and familiar from the bulk of recent work on ellipisis licensing. Under
this view, ellipsis is licensed by the [ E ] feature sitting on a head, as it typically is in normal
cases of VPE. The A′ -movement effects are derived by the movement of some null operator,
similar to what Potts (2002b) proposes.
28 It

could be the case that the vP movement analysis is correct for some languages. These languages would
permit gaps in as-parentheticals where VPE is otherwise not applicable, and would strand material that only
vP movement – but not VPE– could strand. Even if such languages exist, the vP movement analysis remains
inappropriate for Spanish and Dutch. The arguments above show a correlation with ellipsis and not with vP
movement, and thus the ellipsis analysis remains necessary.
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PP

(94)
P0

CP

as

C′

Opi
C0

IP
I′

Johnk
I0

AuxP

might Aux0[E]
have

hvPi
ti tk kissed a pig

Thus, this new proposal claims that the deletion in as-parentheticals is the result of the
same mechanism as the one found in VPE rather than the result of vP movement. This avoids
many of the difficulties noted in Section 2.2.2 above; in particular, we no longer need to
appeal to a novel form of ellipsis to account for the data. Furthermore, it gives us a direct
explanation for why as-parentheticals contain the same sort of verb phrase deletion found
elsewhere in a language: Assuming that [ E ] encodes the licensing conditions for ellipsis
(Aelbrecht 2010, Merchant 2001, 2004), then a language must use the [ E ] feature that that
language has. Thus, if a language has an [ E ] feature that licenses

MCA ,

as-parentheticals

will contain MCA, and if a language has an [ E ] feature that licenses VPE, as-parentheticals
will contain

VPE.

This allows us to capture cross-linguistic differences in what sorts of

elliptical operation as-parentheticals contain.
This is only one problem solved, however. This analysis introduces new issues that need
to be resolved. These include the following:
(95) a. Why is there operator movement and what is it doing? We must still deal with
the fact that there is evidence for A′ -movement in as-parentheticals. If vP is not
moving, then it must be some null element. But what is it and what is it doing?
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b. How is it possible that ellipsis – which is normally optional – is obligatory in
this construction? The obligatory deletion problem discussed above is still at
issue. Something must impose the requirement that vP be deleted, but nothing
discussed so far can do that.
In the following section, I turn to these issues. I argue that they are actually intertwined.
I argue that the operator movement actually introduces the stricter locality conditions on the
antecedent, but that this is distinct from the identity conditions on ellipsis. I will propose
that the requisite movement of the operator is ultimately responsible for causing deletion in
the as-parenthetical, modeling the analysis after Kennedy and Merchant’s (2000) analysis
of attributive comparative deletion.
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CHAPTER 3
LOCALITY AND OBLIGATORY ELLIPSIS

At the end of the last Chapter, we are left with several theoretical problems facing the
proposed analysis.
1. Why is there operator movement in as-parentheticals and why is the antecedent for
VPE

in as-parentheticals subject to more stringent locality condtions than

VPE

nor-

mally is?
2. Why is deletion in as-parentheticals obligatory and not optional like most elliptical
operations?
The intuition that I will follow here is that the locality condition on as-parentheticals
is not directly connected to verb phrase ellipsis itself. Instead, the the locality condition
is introduced by the movement of an A′ -operator in the as-parentheticals. The idea is that
as-parentheticals are a sort of verbal equative. Cross-linguistically, as-parentheticals are
introduced with the same morpheme that the standard clause of equatives are (as in English,
como in Spanish and Portuguese, som in Danish, wie in German).1
I will follow recent semantic work that attempts to unify numerous aspects of various
kinds as-clauses. In particular, I build on recent work on similatives by Rett (2013) and
an analysis of equatives by Anderson and Morzycki (2015) that is based on their idea that
degrees and manners can be treated as semantic kinds, specifically state- and event-kinds.
Following this insight, I build an analysis where as-parentheticals equate event-kinds.
1 This

does not appear to be universally true, however. In Irish, as-parentheticals are introduced with mar,
but the standard clauses of equatives are not.
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The upshot of all of this is that the locality condition is actually a separate condition
from the identity condition on ellipsis. Though they are distinct, they overlap in their effects,
making them difficult to distinguish. Thus, the claim is that the identity condition on ellipsis
is the same regardless of whether VPE occurs within or outside of an as-parenthetical; the
locality condition is imposed separately by the semantics of as-parentheticals.
From there, I turn to why ellipsis is obligatory in as-parentheticals. Elsewhere, ellipsis
is almost always optional in the sense that a speaker need not typically delete a phrase to
render an utterance grammatical. But as-parentheticals require

VPE.

There are few other

known cases of obligatory deletion in English, but there are several cases found in comparatives, including comparative deletion (Bresnan 1973, Kennedy 2002, Lechner 2004)
and what Kennedy and Merchant (2000) term attributive comparative deletion. Given the
similarity of as-parentheticals to comparatives and equatives, and given the general rarity
of obligatory ellipsis operations, I propose that the fact that both kinds of constructions
host obligatory deletion operations is not accidental, and that they should receive similar
analyses (see also LaCara Accepted).
I ultimately model as-parentheticals on Kennedy and Merchant’s (2000) attributive
comparative deletion. Kennedy and Merchant show that comparatives involving attributive adjectives in English require ellipsis of a larger constituent than is typically required
by comparatives. Thus, (96) is ungrammatical if the vP write a book is pronounced.
(96)

Marco wrote a more interesting book than I did [vP write a book].

Kennedy and Merchant propose that the reason for this is that the syntax of the comparative
incurs an island violation (in particular, a left-branch extraction; Ross 1967) which renders
the structure unpronounceable at PF:
(97)

Marco wrote a more interesting book than [CP Opi I did [vP write a ti book] ].
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The only way to fix this island violation is to delete a phrase that contains it, and so any
comparative involving the comparison of an attributive adjective will necessarily contain
VPE.

Following Kennedy and Merchant, I propose that the A′ movement in as-parentheticals
incurs an island violation at PF that can only be repaired by ellipsis. This is a somewhat
speculative argument, but given the general paucity of obligatory deletion operations, and
given the relatively similar syntax of comparatives and as-parentheticals, I argue that the
parallel should not be ignored. The island violation ultimately requires deletion of the part
of the structure that violates the island (Fox and Lasnik 2003), and since this is vP in asparentheticals, there must be VPE or the derivation crashes at PF.
This section is organized as follows. First, I review the locality problem in Section
3.1 to set the stage for what needs to be accounted for. In Section 3.2, I propose a basic
semantics for accounting for the locality condition on as-parentheticals. In Section 3.4, I
review Kennedy and Merchant 2000 and argue that a similar analysis should be given for asparentheticals. In Section 3.5, I discuss some loose ends that need to be addressed, mostly
having to do with whether ellipsis really does ameliorate islands.

3.1 A′ -movement and the locality problem
In Sections 1.3.2 and 2.2, we saw evidence that VPE and as-parentheticals have different
locality conditions on the antecedent. Whereas

VPE

can find an antecedent at apparently

arbitrary distances, as shown in (98), deletion in as-parentheticals must have an antecedent
directly adjoined to the as-clause (99).
(98) The fact that Sue [read the map carefully] probably means that she [stayed on the
trails], but we aren’t sure whether Chuck did vP .
a. vP = stay on the trails
b. vP = read the map carefully
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(99) The fact that Sue [read the map carefully] probably means that she [stayed on the
trails], as we know Chuck did vP .
a. vP = stay on the trails
b. vP 6= read the map carefully
It is possible to sharpen this intuition by using an unambiguous example. In (100), the only
possible antecedent for the ellipsis is the vP leave the party early; the AP really angry at
Bill cannot serve as an antecedent. However, neither antecedent is available in (101); the
utterance is simply ungrammatical.
(100) The fact that Sue [left the party early] means she was [really angry at Bill], but we
aren’t sure whether Chuck did ∆.
a. ∆ = leave the party Early
b. ∆ 6= really angry at Bill
(101) *The fact that Sue [left the party early] means she was [really angry at Bill], as we
know Chuck did ∆.
a. ∆ 6= leave the party Early
b. ∆ 6= really angry at Bill
Potts (2002b:627–629) uses this observation as evidence that there is no

VPE

in as-

parentheticals. Since VPE is not typically subject to this locality restriction, Potts argues that
the vP gap in as-parentheticals cannot be derived by VPE. Because of this, there is no ellipsis
under Potts’ original analysis. Potts proposes that instead of a deleted verb phrase there is a
phonologically null, syntactically empty VP pro-form which undergoes A′ -movement. This
introduces an abstraction over predicate variables.
The resulting property of predicates composes with a special definition of as, given in
(102), allowing the meaning of the vP to which the as-parenthetical is adjoined to compose
with the property of predicates.
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(102) JasK = λ F[λ f : F( f ) is true[ f ]]
This definition is a partial function; it is only defined if the verb phrase to which the asparenthetical adjoins makes the content in the as clause true. That is, as introduces the
content of the as-clause as a presuppositional restriction which the content in the matrix
clause must hold of. A full derivation of Potts’ analysis in given in (103).
PP

(103)

λ

f ′′′

: might( f ′′′)(Sally)

is true[ f ′′′]

P

CP

λ F[λ f ′′′ : F( f ′′′ ) is true[ f ′′′]]

λ f ′′ [might( f ′′)(Sally)]

as

VPi

C′

f ′′

λ f [might( f )(Sally)]

0/

C

TP
might( f )(Sally)
DP

T′

Sally

λ x[might( f )(x)]

Sally

T

λ

f ′ [λ x[might( f ′)(x)]]
might

VP
f
ti

Adjoining the as-parenthetical essentially fills in the value of the predicate to which the
parenthetical adjoins. Since the meaning of the as-parenthetical is derived by adjunction,
the locality condition is built into the semantics of as-parentheticals.
However, as I argue above, there is considerable evidence that as-parentheticals contain
a full vP that undergoes ellipsis, evidence that a non-elliptical analysis like Potts’s cannot
explain. Yet, the locality conditions on the antecedent are different from those on
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VPE.

If

they were the same, we would expect (99b) to be an available antecedent in (99) as it is in
(98). Likewise, we would expect (101) to be grammatical, which it is not.
So while the null operator analysis does better at explaining the locality condition than
the ellipsis analysis, the ellipsis analysis is supported by various independent pieces of
evidence that go unexplained if the gaps in as-parentheticals are derived only by a null
operator. Thus, we must explain why the identity condition on

VPE

alone is not sufficient

to account for the locality condition on the antecedent that is found in as-parentheticals.
As far as I know, this is the only way that as-parentheticals behave differently from

VPE

with regard to antecedents for deletion; everything else is the same. This means that some
account of the locality condition is necessary for a full understanding of as-parentheticals.
It is also important, however, to address the fact that there is still A′ -movement in asparentheticals. Under the analysis sketched at the end of Chapter 2, that movement is still
without a clear purpose or explanation. It is not enough to say there is ellipsis in as-parentheticals; the problem of movement remains to be addressed. Given that such movements
are typically responsible for introducing abstractions, it is worth revisiting Potts’s analysis
to see if there is a way to introduce the locality condition by way of this movement.
The idea here is that the locality condition is introduced by the syntax and semantics
of the as-parenthetical, and that this condition is not a condition on ellipsis at all. The fact
that there must be identity between the predicate in the matrix clause and the as-parenthetical is, therefore, a fact about as-parentheticals and not about ellipsis. VPE, by hypothesis,
is an independently necessary part of the derivation of as-parentheticals. In order for

VPE

to be possible, the identity conditions on ellipsis must be independently satisfied, but this
requirement is not imposed by the as-parenthetical itself. Rather, it is imposed because
ellipsis is necessary to render as-parentheticals parsable at PF, as I will discuss in Section
3.4.
Here I sketch a semantics that introduces the locality condition in as-parentheticals,
based on recent work on equatives and manner similatives. Following recent work by An-
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derson and Morzycki (2015) that suggests that degrees and manners are kinds, predicates
are shifted to their equivalent kinds (in the sense of Chierchia 1998).2 This allows them to
be equated directly and brings the construction in line with other constructions introduced
by as.

3.2 Equatives, similatives, and kinds
Recent work on as-clauses has suggested a great deal of parity between different kinds
of as-clauses with apparently disparate functions. Haspelmath and Buchholz (1998) observe, for example, that equatives like (104a), which are traditionally thought to equate
degrees on a scale, are introduced by the same morpheme, cross-linguistically, that introduce similatives like (104b), clauses that equate manners or times.
(104) a. Mary is as tall [as Harvey is].

[Equative]

b. Mary speaks English [as Bill does]. (Poorly/quickly. . . )

[Similative]

Recent theoretical work has tried to find explanations for this observation. Rett (2013),
for example, gives similatives and equatives essentially the same semantics, the chief difference being that similatives abstract over a free manner variable, while equatives abstract
over a free degree variable. Anderson and Morzycki (2015) build on this work by proposing
an analysis of equatives based on Chierchia’s (1998) theory of kinds. Essentially, they treat
both manners and degrees as subtypes of semantic kinds.
In this subsection, I propose an analysis that attempts to bring as-parentheticals in line
with these recent analyses of other as-clauses while accounting for the locality condition.
The main idea is that as-parentheticals introduce an abstraction over kinds, like any other
2 This

idea is actually not unrelated to Potts’s (2002a) analysis of appositive relatives (for instance, Mary
kissed a pig, which she shouldn’t have ∆.) Potts proposes that properties and propositions can be type-shifted
to their entity equivalents. Based on the syntactic distribution of gaps in this construction, he considers this
a nominalizing operation. I have argued elsewhere that appositive relatives show the same signs of being
elliptical constructions as do as-parentheticals (LaCara 2012).
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as-clause, but, in particular, there must be equation of the event-kind in the as-parenthetical
and the clause to which it is adjoined.

3.2.1 Rett on similatives
In this section, I discuss Rett’s (2013) analysis of equatives and similatives, which
serves as part of the basis for my semantic analysis of as-parentheticals. Particularly, I
will adopt her idea (which is also found in Anderson and Morzycki 2015) that a separate
syntactic element is responsible for introducing the additional manner or kind argument
into the vP. I will also adapt part of her semantics, as well.
As noted in Section 1.3.2, there are different kinds of as-clauses, one of which is a manner

SIMILATIVE.

Manner similatives equate the manners in which two events are carried

out. This means that example (105) entails that the soup was cooled in the same manner
that the pie was.3
(105) Mary cooled the pie [as Bill did the soup].
This is not an equative in the normal sense, in that it is not equating degrees of coolness.
Thus, it is irrelevant if the pie and the soup are end up being as cool as each other; if one is
cooled in the fridge, and the other on a window sill, (105) is false.
Rett proposes that part of what makes a similative different from an equative is that
manners are not direct arguments of verbs. Whereas degrees are typically thought of as
being direct arguments of gradable adjectives, Rett argues that manners are not direct arguments of verbs.4 Instead, they are introduced by a special syntactic element ρ , which in turn
introduces a manner argument. Manners are related to events by a contextually determined
relation R.
3 It

can also mean that the soup was cooled at the same time.

4 As

Rett (2013) points out, verbs can take degrees as arguments, but they are not being compared here.
Additionally, events (or the quantities or durations thereof) can be compared; see Wellwood et al. 2012. Again,
that is not what is being compared here.
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(106) Jρ m K = λ Ehs,ti λ e.E(e) ∧ R(e, m)

[Rett 2013:1122, (57)]

When this element is included, it introduces a free manner variable in the semantics:
(107) JJohn danced ρ m K = ∃e[dance(e) ∧ agent(John, e) ∧ R(e, m)]5
In the case of a similative, it is necessary to abstract over the manner variable. There
are two ways of doing this: either through movement and predicate abstraction, or by introducing a lambda abstraction with some other element. Rett contends that languages make
use of different options.
In English, she argues this is accomplished by introducing a lambda abstraction with
as. Under her analysis, as works essentially as a relativizer, taking a sentence with a free
variable of type hσ i and shifting it to a function of type hσ ,ti. In an equative, as abstracts
over a free degree variable, but in a similative, as abstracts over the manner variable (which
are of type hmi).
(108) Jas Sµ K = λ m.JSK[m/µ ]
(109) Jas John danced ρ m K = λ m∃e[dance(e) ∧ agent(John, e) ∧ R(e, m)]
The matrix clause, it is assumed, contains (possibly covert) movement of an operator that
binds the manner variable:
(110) JOpm Mary danced ρ m K = λ m′ ∃e′ [dance(e′ ) ∧ agent(Mary, e′ ) ∧ R(e′ , m′ )]
This results in the similative and the matrix clause being elements of the same semantic
type hm,ti. Rett assumes that these compose by predicate modificiation, as in (111), and
that the manner argument is existentially bound, as in (112).
5 Assume

that tense introduces existential closure over the event variable.
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(111) Predicate modification:
Jas John danced ρ m K = λ m∃e[dance(e) ∧ agent(John, e) ∧ R(e, m)]∧
∃e′ [dance(e′ ) ∧ agent(Mary, e′ ) ∧ R(e′ , m)]
(112) Existential closure:
JMary danced ρ m as John danced ρ m K =
∃m[∃e[dance(e) ∧ agent(John, e) ∧ R(e, m)]∧
∃e′ [dance(e′ ) ∧ agent(Mary, e′ ) ∧ R(e′ , m)]]
This system gives us is a way of abstracting over manners and degrees, but it does
not give us a straightforward way of dealing with predicates. However, the step taken by
Anderson and Morzycki (2015) to unite degrees and manners should also permit us to
include these as well.

3.2.2 Degrees and manners as kinds
Anderson and Morzycki (2015) (henceforth

A & M)

propose to partially unify the se-

mantics of similatives and equatives by proposing that manners and degrees are actually
sub-types of the same type of semantic object. They argue that they ought to be thought of
KINDS,

in the sense of Chierchia (1998). This, in part, explains why the same lexical items

appear to be used in both constructions cross-linguistically and allows for the use of similar
semantic machinery in both constructions.
Chierchia proposes that a kind is a function from worlds to a set of (plural) entities (113).
The relation between kinds and individuals is mediated by various type-shifters, given in
(114).
(113) For every kind, there is a corresponding property that is satisfied by all and only its
realizations.
(114) a.

∪k

is the property counterpart of a kind k.

b.

∩P

is the kind corresponding to a property P.
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More concretely, if Bugs realizes the kind RABBIT, he satisfies the corresponding property
of being a rabbit: If bugs is a rabbit, then ∪ RABBIT(Bugs). (Read as Bugs is an instantiation
of the kind RABBIT.)
A&M

apply the same idea to events and states. For instance, if e is an elegant event,

then ∪ ELEGANT(e), and if s is a state of being six feet tall, then ∪ SIX - FEET- TALL(s).
A & M’s

discussion focuses on Polish and the elements tak and jak. Tak is roughly equiv-

alent to English so or such (in their anaphoric uses),6 and to the upper as in equatives.7 Jak
is a wh-element roughly equivalent to how, but can be used to ask questions about kinds as
well. A & M provide both of these elements with the same denotation, where o is a variable
ranging over entities and eventualities:
(115) JtakK = JjakK = λ kλ o.∪ k(o)
The first argument of tak/jak can be satisfied by a null pronoun of type hki in certain
uses:
(116) taki

NP
he,ti
λ x.∪ k(x) ∧ dog(x)

pies

such.MASC dog
‘such a dog’ or ‘a dog of that kind’

(117) tak
such

si˛e

zachowywać

REFL

behave

ho,ti
λ x.∪ k(x)
DegP
DP
hk, ho,tii
k
λ kλ x.∪ k(x)
0/
taki

‘behave that way’
6 The

NP
he,ti
λ x.dog(x)
pies

English words as, so, and such are all related to or derived from Old English swa.

7 Equatives

can also occur with so in the upper position: I was never so fast as he is.
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The idea is that tak and jak can also take clausal complements instead of the null pronoun,
and this is what will give us more complicated constructions like similatives and equatives.
Below, I describe how to derive an equative under this system.
As mentioned before, a state of being tall can instantiate a SIX - FEET kind:
(118) JClyde is six feet tallK = ∃s[tall(s, Clyde) ∧ ∪ SIX - FEET (s)]
There is a state of Clyde being tall, and that state instantiates six feet.
Here, six feet ultimately denotes the degree to which Clyde is tall. Consequently, Anderson
and Morzycki treat it as a kind

SIX - FEET

of type hki. This is shifted with the ∪ operator,

creating property of states that instantiate being six feet. Thus, Clyde’s state of being tall
instantiates six feet.
As with most approaches to equatives and comparatives, the standard clause is thought
to play a similar role to six feet above, identifying the degree to which something is tall.
The goal, therefore, is to make the standard clause of an equative denote a state-kind, as six
feet does above. The way this will be done is by deriving a property of state-kinds from the
material in the standard clause, and then type-shifting it.
(119) Floyd jest tak
Floyd is

wysoki [jak Clyde].

astak tall

as jak Clyde

‘Floyd is as tall as Clyde.’
First, they assume the following predicative AP structure, where the subject originates inside AP and is interpreted there. This is shown in (120). As above, they assume that jak
originates in DegP. Under their analysis, movement of DegP introduces the abstraction over
elements of type hki (though I will follow Anderson and Morzycki here and show the DegP
in situ). The result, shown in (121), is that the standard clause of the equative becomes a
property of state-kinds, literally the set of kinds that Clyde’s tallness instantiates.
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(120) J[AP [DegP as jak k] Clyde tall]K = λ s.∪ k(s) ∧ tall(s, Clyde)
AP

λ s.∪ k(s) ∧ tall(s, Clyde)
DegP

AP

λ s.∪ k(s)

λ s.tall(s, Clyde)

Deg

DP

λ k.λ s.∪ k(s)

k

as jak

0/

Clyde tall

(121) Jλ k [CP is [AP [DegP as k] Clyde tall ] ]K = λ k.∃s[∪ k(s) ∧ tall(s, Clyde)]
This is not quite what is necessary for an equative, however. There is a particular degree
to which Clyde is tall that we want to talk about, not a set of heights. Consequently, we use
the iota operator to typeshift the standard clause from an element of type hk,ti to type hki
– the state-kind that instantiates how tall Clyde is:
(122) JSHIFT λ k is [AP [DegP as k] Clyde tall ]K = ι k.∃s[∪ k(s) ∧ tall(s, Clyde)]
The resulting element can combine with tak. The result is a property of states that instantiate
the state-kind of Clyde’s tallness, i.e., the degree to which he is tall:
(123) Jastak [SHIFT λ k is [AP [DegP asjak k] Clyde tall]]K =

λ s′ .∪ ι k.∃s[∪ k(s) ∧ tall(s, Clyde)](s′)
This ultimately composes with the rest of the AP via predicate modification.
(124) λ s′ .∪ ι k.∃s[∪ k(s) ∧ tall(s, Clyde)](s′) ∧ tall(s′, Floyd)
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3.3 Locality and As-parentheticals
Here I will sketch a semantics for the locality condition in as-parentheticals that attempts to explain why the predicates in an as-parenthetical must match that of the matrix
clause to which it is adjoined. This semantics is based on the analyses of similatives and
equatives developed by Rett (2013) and Anderson and Morzycki (2015).

3.3.1 What must match?
First, it is necessary to understand what the locality condition appears to be and what
it does. It appears simply to impose a requirement that ellipsis in as-parentheticals target
a vP with the same material as the vP in the matrix clause to which the as-parenthetical is
adjoined. Since, as I argue in Chapter 2, deletion in as-parentheticals is

VPE

(or whatever

verb phrase deletion process a language has available), we expect that all of the identity
conditions on VPE must be met.8 The locality condition is an additional requirement on top
of this.
For instance, in an example like (125), repeated from (99) above, what appears to matter
is that both Sue and Chuck participated in staying-on-trail events. The antecedent read the
map carefully is a perfectly fine antecedent for

VPE,

but the locality condition requires

equivalence between the predicate in the matrix clause and the predicate in the as-parenthetical. That suggests that the semantics of as-parentheticals precludes the vP in the as-parenthetical from being vastly different from the vP in the matrix clause.
(125) The fact that Sue [read the map carefully] probably means that she [stayed on the
trails], as we know Chuck did vP .
a. vP = stay on the trails
b. vP 6= read the map carefully
8 The

precise formulation of the identity condition on ellipsis remains contentious. Whether this means
semantic equivalence (Merchant 2001), LF or syntactic identity (Merchant 2013, Sag 1976), or some hybrid
(Chung 2013) would take us too far afield here.
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That said, because of the identity condition on ellipsis, it is difficult to tell exactly
how similar the predicates in the matrix clause and the as-parenthetical have to be. To my
knowledge, ellipsis in as-parentheticals behaves essentially the same as ellipsis elsewhere
with regard to identity mismatches (LaCara 2015, Accepted, McCloskey 2011), suggesting
that most of the identity requirement that holds between the deleted vP and the matrix
predicate comes about due to restrictions imposed by ellipsis. The locality condition on asparentheticals, therefore, may only hold of a small subpart of the predicates, perhaps only
over VP or even the verb root. The rest of the identity requirement is subsequently imposed
by the obligatory ellipsis operation. For now, however, I will assume that the whole vP must
match under the locality condition, although it may only have to hold over a smaller part.
From the semantic end, I will pursue the idea that as-parentheticals equate some part
of a predicate in a way similar to similatives and equatives. Similatives equate the manner
in which two events are carried out, and equatives equate the degree to which some state
holds. As-parentheticals are different from these constructions, however, in that they do not
relate degrees or manners to eventualities. Instead, what they appear to do is equate the set
of eventualities denoted by the predicate in the as-parenthetical and the set of eventualities
denoted by the predicate in the matrix clause. At the very least, then, in a case like (125),
the matrix clause and as-parenthetical must both contain properties of reading events. This
means that they must have slightly different semantics from similatives and equatives; although we can recycle some of the machinery from Rett’s and A & M’s analyses, it will not
be possible to port their analyses wholesale.

3.3.2 Fixing DegP
The first element I will borrow from Rett and from Anderson and Morzycki is the idea
that some syntactic element is responsible for introducing a kind variable. Rett’s ρ and
A & M’s

Deg can be thought of as roughly equivalent in this sense. Both combine with a

kind(/manner/degree) before combining with a property. In both analyses, abstraction over
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the kind variable is critical. How this happens, however, is slightly different in each analysis.
Rett introduces the abstraction either by moving the element itself or by introducing a
lambda abstraction, whereas A & M move the entire DegP.
It is not fully clear, however, how the movement of DegP, an element of type hs,ti, could
possibly introduce an abstraction over elements of type hki. It seems more reasonable to
think that the wh-element in these sorts of constructions is itself the null pronoun of type hki
and that movement of this element introduces the abstraction over kinds. Thus, the lexical
items in DegP in (120) above should be reversed as in (126).9 This is, essentially, what Rett
proposes, except that the she does not represent the kind argument syntactically.
(126) [AP [DegP Deg0 jakwh ] Clyde tall]
AP
DegP
Deg

DP

0/

jak

AP
Clyde tall

In as-parentheticals, the idea will be that this modifier introduces the null operator, and the
null operator will abstract over kinds:10
(127)

vP
v′

DP
SUBJ

v0

VP

DegP
Deg0

Ophki

VP
...

9 This

is probably not the right thing to do for tak, however, if A & M’s semantics is on the right track, since
type-shifted clauses and the null pronoun occupy the same semantic position. Consequently, I am proposing
that jak has a different semantics from tak. As far as I can tell, this does not actually affect there arguments.
10

I continue using the label ‘Deg’ here for parity with A & M’s analysis, but the label is not crucial in any
way. This could just as easily be PP.
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In order to make this work for as-parentheticals, we will have to modify the semantics as
well.
3.3.3 The semantics of Deg0 in as-parentheticals
The other change, which may be specific to as-parentheticals, is to assume that Deg is
more like Rett’s ρ , in that it introduces a relation between the variable k and the property it
combines with.
(128) JDeg0 K = λ kλ Pλ e.P(e) ∧ EQUIV (k, P)
This semantics differs from the one proposed by Rett in (106) in several ways. As I
mentioned above, as-parentheticals do not appear to relate degrees or manners to eventualities; rather, they ensure that the predicate in an as-parenthetical are the same as the one in
the matrix clause. Rett assumes that ρ introduces a contextually defined relation R between
an event and a manner. Here, I propose that Deg0 introduces a relation between a kind k
and a property P. This relation is equivalence, requiring that the set of events instantiating
k be all and only the events in P:
(129)

EQUIV (k, P) = 1

iff ∀e[∪ k(e) → P(e) ∧ P(e) →

∪ k(e)]

The reason for this is as follows. We need to introduce an abstraction over property variables (type hs,ti) which are typically filled by the VP itself. Syntactic evidence shows us
that there is a full verb phrase inside of the deleted vP in as-parentheticals. Specifically, evidence from languages with verb-stranding VPE show us that there is a verb root originating
inside of the ellipsis site (see Section 2.3), meaning that the verb phrase is syntactically
represented. Assuming that the meaning of the verb phrase is interpreted at LF, we cannot
simply introduce a variable in the place of this material.11
11 See

Goldberg (2005) and Schoorlemmer and Temmerman (2012) for evidence that the verb is semantically represented internal to the ellipsis site.
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Nonetheless, we need to introduce some sort of abstraction if we want to fill in a value
and ensure that the predicate in the matrix clause matches the predicate in the as-parenthetical. The semantics of Deg0 does this by introducing the kind operator, which introduces
the abstraction over kinds.
In keeping with Rett’s and A & M’s analyses, we can assign as a similar semantics to
that of Deg0 :
(130) JasK = λ kλ Pλ e.P(e) ∧ EQUIV (k, P)
As described below, this will allow us to abstract over kind variables in the matrix clause,
as well, allowing us to combine the clause in the as-parenthetical with the matrix clause via
predicate modification, as both Rett and Anderson and Morzycki do.

3.3.4 Matching and mismatching
To demonstrate how this works, I will use the simple example in (131). The verb jump
doesn’t take any internal arguments, but the semantics should work just as well with any
predicate of type hs,ti.
(131) Mary jumped, as Bill (also) did.
The derivation of this sentence will involve two instances of movement, as shown in
(132) below. First, there will be overt movement of the null operator in the as-parenthetical
itself. This movement will ultimately leave a trace of type hki. Further, I assume that the
CP in the as-parenthetical moves covertly, also leaving a trace of type hki. As we will see
below, this will allow for the material in the as-parenthetical to compose with the material
in the as-parentheticals.
As sketched below, operator movement proceeds out of the ellipsis site (vPE ) and out
of antecedent (vPA ). The proposal that the clause containing deletion moves out of the asclause to the left periphery at LF means means, essentially, that as-parentheticals are a form
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of antecedent-contained deletion, a fact that will play a role in the discussion of potential
cases of overgeneration in Section 3.4.3.
(132)

CP
C′
C0

TP
T′

DP
Mary T0

vPA
PP

Covert movement vP
jumped P0

CP
C′

as
C0

TP
T′

DP
Bill T0

vPE
did
PP

Overt movement

vP

P0

D0 jumped

0/

Op

Movemement of the null operator, as mentioned above, leaves a trace of type hki. The
denotation of the clause in the as-parenthetical thereby becomes a set of kinds:
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(133) . . . as Bill did jump.
CP

λ k.∃e1 [ jump(e1 ) ∧ AG(e1, Bill) ∧ EQUIV (k, λ e. jump(e) ∧ AG(e, x1))]
C′

Opi

λ k1 .∃e1 [ jump(e1 ) ∧ AG(e1, Bill) ∧ EQUIV (k1 , λ e. jump(e) ∧ AG(e, x1))]
IP
C0
∃e1 [ jump(e1 ) ∧ AG(e1, Bill) ∧ EQUIV (k1 , λ e. jump(e) ∧ AG(e, x1))]
DPi
Bill
I′

λ x1 .∃e1 [ jump(e1 ) ∧ AG(e1, x1 ) ∧ EQUIV (k1 , λ e. jump(e) ∧ AG(e, x1))]
vP
I0
λ e. jump(e) ∧ AG(e, x1) ∧ EQUIV (k1 , λ e. jump(e) ∧ AG(e, x1))

DegP

vP

λ P.λ e.P(e) ∧ EQUIV(k1 , P)

λ e. jump(e) ∧ AG(e, x1)

Deg0

DP

λ k.λ P.λ e.P(e) ∧ EQUIV(k, P)

k1
tk

v′

DP
x1
ti

v0Ag

V0
√

jump

Because the relation EQUIV imposes identity between all instantiations of k and the property
jump, we wind up with a set of event-kinds, all of whose instantiations are jumping events
and only jumping events.
Following both Rett (2013) and Anderson and Morzycki (2015), I assume that this
element combines syntactically with as. However, as mentioned above, it undergoes LF
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movement – essentially, quantifier raising – leaving a trace of type hki. The QRed CP
composes with the matrix clause via predicate modification, yielding a set of kinds.12
(134) JMary jumped, as did BillK =
CP

λ k.



∃e2 [ jump(e2 ) ∧ AG(e2 , Mary) ∧ EQUIV(k, λ e. jump(e) ∧ AG(e, x2 ))]∧
∃e1 [ jump(e1 ) ∧ AG(e1 , Bill) ∧ EQUIV(k, λ e. jump(e) ∧ AG(e, x1 ))]



CP1

λ k1 .∃e1



jump(e1 ) ∧ AG(e1 , Bill)∧
EQUIV (k1 , λ e. jump(e) ∧ AG(e, x1 ))


C′

λ k2 .∃e2



jump(e2 ) ∧ AG(e2 , Mary)∧
EQUIV (k2 , λ e2 . jump(e) ∧ AG(e, x2 ))
C0



IP

∃e2 [ jump(e2 ) ∧ AG(e2 , Mary) ∧ EQUIV(k2 , λ e. jump(e) ∧ AG(e, x2 ))]
DP
Mary
I′

λ x2 .∃e2 [ jump(e2 ) ∧ AG(e2 , x2 ) ∧ EQUIV(k2 , λ e. jump(e) ∧ AG(e, x2 ))]
I0

vP

λ e. jump(e) ∧ AG(e, x2 ) ∧ EQUIV(k2 , λ e. jump(e) ∧ AG(e, x2 ))

vP

PP

λ e. jump(e) ∧ AG(e, x2 )

λ Pλ e.P(e) ∧ EQUIV(k2 , P)

v′

DP
x2

v0

P
VP

t1

λ kλ Pλ e.P(e) ∧ EQUIV(k, P)
as

ti

jump

12 In

order for the identity conditions on ellipsis to be met ellipsis, I assume that the variables x1 and x2 are
actually bound by the agents. As Sag (1976) discusses, bound variables count as equivalent in ellipsis sites,
and so for vP in the as-parenthetical to end up being equivalent to the vP in the matrix clause, both variables
must be bound. Thus, if x1 is bound by Bill, and x2 is bound by Mary, x1 and x2 will count as equivalent, and
the ellipsis should go through.

84

The kind variable is ultimately bound by existential closure, as in Rett’s and A & M’s analyses. Since both the as-parenthetical and the matrix clause impose the requirement that there
be a kind such that all instantiations of that kind are jumping events, the sentence will only
be true if there is some kind whose instantiations are jumping events.
If the predicates in the clauses mismatch, however, we will run into a problem. To return
to Potts’s original example.
(135) The fact that Sue [read the map carefully] probably means that she [stayed on the
trails], as we know Chuck did vP .
a. vP = stay on the trails
b. vP 6= read the map carefully
Let’s assume that the predicate in the as-parenthetical is read the map carefully. The derivation above would give us the following:

(136)




∃e1 [stay.on.trails(e1 ) ∧ AG(e1 , Sue)∧

EQUIV (k, λ e.stay.on.trails(e) ∧ AG(e, x1 ))]∧ 

∃k. 
 ∃e2 [read(e2 , ι y.map(y)) ∧ AG(e2 , Chuck)∧

EQUIV (k, λ e.read(e, ι y.map(y)) ∧ AG(e, x2 ))]

This would require that there be a kind k such that all and only its instantiations are
events of staying on the trail and events of map-reading. This means that if even one stayingon-the-trails event is not a map-reading event, the truth conditions of the sentence are not
met.
As a final remark, it is worth noting that this analysis inherits from Rett (2013) and
Anderson and Morzycki (2015) the use of existential closure to bind the kind event after
predicate modification. Anderson and Morzycki (2015:816, n. 15) note that it is not obvious that this is the interpretation that we actually want. The reason is that this gives us an
existential assertion about a kind; that is, the semantics makes a claim that there is a kind
that satisfies the various conditions derived by the combination of the as-clause and the
matrix clause. This is not what is actually asserted in a case like Mary jumped, as Bill also
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did; rather, the main assertion of the sentences is that Mary jumped, not that there is a kind
such that all instantiations of the kind are jumping events. Similar to what Anderson and
Morzycki say, the notion that we want is a little bit closer to a definite description: We want
the event-kind in matrix clause to be the event-kind in the as-parenthetical. The problem
with a definite description, however, is that definites carry a uniqueness presupposition. As
Anderson and Morzycki (2015:817) note, we do not want this here either because there
is no unique event-kind that any particular event instantiates – the uniqueness presupposition would not be satisfied. Consequently, I follow the authors above in continuing to use
existential quantification.

3.4 Obligatory deletion
Until now, I have set aside the question of why ellipsis is obligatory in as-parentheticals.
Nothing discussed so far explains why ellipsis should be required to happen in as-parentheticals. In this section, I propose that the reason VPE is obligatory is due to and island violation incurred by movement of the null operator in the as-parenthetical. Following Kennedy
and Merchant (2000), (Fox and Lasnik 2003), and others, I will propose that this island
violation can only be ameliorated by deletion at PF.
I begin by reviewing Kennedy and Merchant’s (2000) approach to attributive comparative deletion, which is a case of obligatory deletion in comparatives triggered by left branch
extractions. I then turn back to as-parentheticals and show how this approach can be used to
account for obligatory deletion in as-parentheticals. Finally, I address a handful of apparent
issues with this account.

3.4.1 Attributive comparative deletion
One of the few cases of obligatory ellipsis in English happens in comparatives that compare attributive adjectives inside DPs. Kennedy and Merchant 2000 deals with the obligatory nature of comparative deletion when the comparative serves as an attributive modifier.
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By hypothesis, this movement induces an island violation, and they argue that only ellipsis
can ameliorate the violation.
Comparatives and equatives have been known to be A′ -constructions for some time, ,
as discussed above (Chomsky 1977, Ross 1967). It is well known that the standard of comparison cannot originate inside of an island, as shown in (138), leading to the assumption
that the construction contains null operator movement of some sort (137).
(137) a. Mary read more books than [CP Opi Bill read ti ].
b. Chuck is as tall as [CP Opi Sally says Sue is ti ].
(138) a. * Mary read more books than [CP Opi the idea [CP that Bill read ti ] is ridiculous].
Subject island
b. * Chuck is as tall as [CP Opi Sally knows a woman who is ti ]

Wh-island

As Pinkham (1982) originally observes, in comparatives involving attributive adjectives,
comparative deletion cannot target just the corresponding AP in the comparative clause, as
shown in (139).
(139) Kennedy and Merchant 2000:(7):
a. * Pico wrote a more interesting novel than [Op Brio wrote a t play].
b. * Erik drives a more expensive car than [Op Polly drives a t motorcycle].
c. * Jones produced as successful a film as [Op Smith produced a t play].
d. * The Cubs started a more talented infield than [Op the Sox started an Op outfield.
This is exactly what one predicts to happen in languages like English which are sensitive
to Ross’s (1967) Left Branch Condition. As Kennedy and Merchant (2000) discuss, these
are places from which it is impossible to extract in English, regardless of whether the full
AP is extracted, as in (140a), or just the degree head is extracted, as in (140b).
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(140) a. * How interestingi did Brio write [DP a ti play]?
b. * Howi did Brio write [DP an [AP ti interesting ] play]?
Crucially, Kennedy and Merchant observe that utterances with the same syntactic structure as those in (139) are possible, but only if ellipsis has occurred. If a phrase properly
containing the AP is deleted, including DP, VP, or IP, the sentence is grammatical:
(141) Kennedy and Merchant 2000:(10):
a. Pico wrote a more interesting novel than Brio {wrote, did, 0}
/ ∆.
b. Erik drives a more expensive car than Polly {drives, does, 0}
/ ∆.
c. Jones produced as successful a film as Smith {produced, did, 0}
/ ∆.
d. The Cubs started a more talented infield than the Sox {do, started, 0}
/ ∆
The issue here is that the examples in (141) have essentially the same LFs as the unelided
and ungrammatical counterparts in (139); for instance, compare (142) with (139a).
(142) Kennedy and Merchant 2000:(11):
a. Pico wrote a more interesting novel than [Opi Brio did write a ti novel].
b. Pico wrote a more interesting novel than [Opi Brio did write a [ti interesting]
play].
The only difference is ellipsis, which is not a structural difference, but a PF difference.
It is widely accepted that ellipsis is either the deletion of phonological material or the
blocking of lexical insertion at PF (see Aelbrecht 2010, Goldberg 2005, Hankamer and
Sag 1976, Merchant 2001, Ross 1969, Saab 2008, Wasow 1972, amongst many others).
This suggests that these comparatives are not ill-formed at LF, but at PF, since it is a PF
operation that makes the difference in their acceptability. If the problem were at LF, the
prediction is that (141) should be ungrammatical because the structure is the same at LF
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regardless of whether ellipsis has occurred. This accords with Merchant 2001, 2004, who
argues that deletion ameliorates certain kinds of island violations.
If the left branch condition is a PF-interface issue, and if it can be ameliorated by ellipsis
at PF, then comparatives and equatives which compare attributive adjectives must contain
VPE

in order to be interpretable at PF. By hypothesis, the derivation will crash at PF if the

phrase containing the left-branch extraction is not deleted.

3.4.2 Deletion in as-parentheticals
Recall that the basic syntactic structure of an as-parenthetical, under the analysis proposed above, looks as in (143). Movement of the operator proceeds out of DegP to SpecCP.
(143) Mary kissed a pig, as Bill did kiss a pig.
PP
P0

CP
C′

as Opi
C0

IP
I′

DPk
Bill I0[E]

vP
v′

did tk
v0

VP

DegP
Deg0

VP
ti

kiss a pig

Here, I propose that Kennedy and Merchant’s (2000) analysis of attributive comparative
deletion provides a model for obligatory deletion in as-parentheticals. Both constructions
require obligatory deletion of a phrase out of which operator movement occurs. Additionally, the analysis developed in Section 3.3 involves movement of an operator out of an
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adjunct, incurring either a left-branch extraction violation or an adjunct island violation.
Both of these have been argued to be PF islands (for left branch extraction, as discussed
above, see Kennedy and Merchant 2000; for adjunct islands, see Johnson 2003).
If ellipsis can ameliorate a left branch extraction, as proposed, then

VPE

in as-paren-

theticals will render an otherwise PF-uninterpretable structure pronounceable. Deleting the
vP will result deletion of the DegP out of which the operator moves, ameliorating the leftbranch extraction violation. Failure to include ellipsis in the derivation, however, will leave
the violation in tact, and the derivation will crash at PF. Consequently, ellipsis in as-parentheticals is obligatory, just as it is in attributive comparatives.

3.4.3 Apparent overgeneration and possible problems with amelioration
There are a few ways that the island amelioration proposal appears to overgenerate, and
I will address several of these here. I briefly address why there is no obligatory deletion
in the matrix clause (there is no PF-island violation). Then I turn to a few more complicated issues. First, I look at Barros et al.’s (2015) proposal that left branch extractions are
not actually ameliorated by ellipsis, but I show that their proposal cannot account for the
attributive comparative deletion upon which my analysis is based. I then turn to a case
where it looks as though the analysis appears to predict that certain non-local antecedents
should be available, but I argue that the problem is actually spurious, and that the non-local
antecedents are predicted to be unavailable. Finally, I look at a problem that the analysis
above poses for Rett’s (2013) analysis of similatives.

3.4.3.1 Why is there no obligatory ellipsis in the matrix clause?
The first question is why there should not be ellipsis in the matrix clause. Since both
clauses contain movement out of a PP, one might reasonably expect that the movement in
the matrix clause should violate an island and require that there be ellipsis in the matrix
clause. As I discussed in Section 3.3.4, I assume that movement of the CP in the matrix
clause happens covertly, on the LF branch.
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On the PF theory of islands, covert movement will not trigger a PF-island violation
(Kennedy and Merchant 2000). Movement at LF is not represented at PF, and so consequently there is no PF-island violation. Therefore, there is no need for ellipsis in the matrix
clause since no island amelioration is necessary.

3.4.3.2 Is island amelioration real?
Because the analysis of obligatory ellipsis in this chapter relies on the idea that deletion
can ameliorate island violations at PF, it is worth addressing whether island amelioration
(or at least, amelioration of left-branch extractions) is actually possible. This view has received some criticism in recent literature, especially by Barros et al. (2015). Their central
claim, following Merchant (2001) and others, is that certain cases of ellipsis that appear to
ameliorate islands have alternate sources that do not, in fact, contain an island violation at
all. However, I argue below that their alternative account to left branch extractions cannot
account for the data in attributive comparative deletion, and by extension, as-parentheticals.
The most well-known case of using an alternative source for ellipsis is pseudo-sluicing
(Merchant 2001). In (144), it appears that which Balkan language is extracted out of a
relative clause island. Pronouncing the full structure in (144) is clearly ungrammatical, but
clausal deletion (i.e. sluicing) renders the structure acceptable.
(144) They hired someone who speaks a Balkan languages, but I don’t know which
Balkan languagei they hired someone who speaks ti .
The pseudo-sluicing hypothesis proposes that the material inside the sluice is actually contentfully different from the antecedent. Rather than containing island-violating movement,
the sluice contains a short clause with no violation at all.
(145) They hired someone who speaks a Balkan languages, but I don’t know which
Balkan languagei he speaks ti .
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Since there is no island violation, ellipsis does not actually ameliorate the island, giving
rise to what Barros et al. (2015) term a REPAIR

ILLUSION .

Barros et al. (2015) turn their attention to other cases of apparent island violations,
including cases where left-branch extractions appear to be ameliorated by sluicing:
(146) Mary married a tall man, but I’m not sure [how tall]i she married [DP a ti man].
Here, the DegP how tall is extracted from inside a DP inside a sluice. Again pronouncing
the full structure is unacceptable, but ellipsis of a clause appears to ameliorate the violation.
However, Barros et al. suggest that the true structure of the deleted material is predicative
rather than attributive, as shown in (147).
(147) Mary married a tall man, but I’m not sure [how tall]i he is ti .
They argue, therefore, that apparent amelioration of left branch extractions by ellipsis is
illusory and that they in fact have predicative sources.
This is outwardly similar Kennedy and Merchant’s (2000) attributive comparative deletion discussed in Section 3.4.1. Here, too, a an element is left-branch-extracted from a DP
internal to an ellipsis site:
(148) Pico wrote a more interesting novel than [Opi Brio did write a ti novel].
Kennedy and Merchant propose that ellipsis is obligatory here as a way to ameliorate the
left-branch extraction violation and render the structure pronounceable, an idea that I adopt
and reapply to as-parentheticals, given their notable similarity to comparatives. But if Barros et al. are on the right track, and island repair for left-branch extractions is illusory, then
this casts the analysis into doubt.
However, Barros et al.’s (2015) proposal only works for cases of clausal ellipsis, not
predicate ellipsis. The problem is that there is simply no way to posit the presence of a
predicative adjectival structure in a relevant VPE site:
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(149) *Pico wrote a more interesting novel than [Opi Brio did (is) ti ].
The material stranded by VPE (do-insertion in the case above) is not compatible with predicative adjectival structure. Moreover if the ellipsis site did contain a predicative adjectival
structure, it is unclear how the meaning Brio wrote a book would be construed, since there
would be nothing to be predicated of Brio. The fact of the matter is that it is unclear what
the alternative source in such a case could possibly be if not for a full verb phrase containing something like wrote a book, and it is definitely the case that Barros et al.’s (2015)
proposal cannot account for the attributive comparative deletion cases.
The same issue arises for as-parentheticals. There is no clear alternative source for the
deletion in as-parentheticals that correctly gets the meaning:
(150) Mary kissed a pig, as [Opi Mary also did [vP [DegP ti ] kissed a pig ] ].
That suggests that though there may be plausible alternatives to island-violations in ellipsis
sites, cases such as attributive comparative deletion still need something like island amelioration to render the structures pronounceable.

3.4.3.3 Nested antecedents and LF-identity
Jeremy Hartman (p.c.) points out cases where it appears that a valid antecedent for
ellipsis is not the most local antecedent. For instance, in (151), there are two possible antecedents for ellipsis, wants to dance and dances.
(151) If Sue [vP1 wants to dance], Sally [vP2 dances], as Mary also does ∆.
a. ∆ = dance
b. ∆ 6= want to dance.
In this example, speakers report that the only possible antecedent for the as-parenthetical
is vP2 , dances, and not vP1 , wants to dance. Thus, as discussed in Section 3.1, it appears
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that the locality condition holds of this example as described: The only possible antecedent
is the vP to which the as-parenthetical adjoins.
It is not immediately obvious, however, that the analysis of locality given in this chapter
predicts that vP1 should not be an available antecedent. The trouble is that vP1 contains a
smaller vP identical to vP2 . If we assume that vP1 can serve as an antecedent, then, as
shown in (152), it should be possible to introduce the operator in the smaller vP (vPb in this
example). This will induce a matching requirement between vPb and vP2 , the vP to which
the as-parenthetical is adjoined. Since they are identical, the matching requirement should
be met and locality will be satisfied. This will still incur an island violation, as above, but
now the deleted vP can be vPa , which is identical to vP1 . This means that vP1 can serve as an
antecedent for VPE, licesing the deletion of vPa in the as-parenthetical. Since vPa properly
contains the island violation, eliding vPa should ameliorate the violation just as well as
deleting vPb . Thus, it appears that the analysis predicts that (151) should be ambiguous,
counter to fact.
(152) . . . as [Opi [Mary does [vPa want to [vPb ti dance ] ] ] ]
Since vP1 in (151) is an apparently valid antecedent for VPE, vPa looks as though it should
be a valid target for

VPE.

Consequently, it appears that want to dance should be a valid

antecedent for ellipsis, even though speakers report that it is not.
However, vP1 is not, in fact, a valid antecedent at all because it has a different LF
structure than the elided vP would have to have. As noted in Section 3.3.4, the analysis of
as-parentheticals developed above treats them as essentially a form of antecedent-contained
deletion (ACD). It is worth noting, then, that the antecedents for

ACD

are constrained sim-

ilarly to the way they are in as-parentheticals. In (153), there are two vPs, wants to read
a book and reads every magazine that Sarah (reads), but the former cannot serve as the
antecedent for ellipsis:
(153) If Sally [vP1 wants to read a book], Mary [vP2 reads every magazine Sarah does ∆].
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a. ∆ = read every magazine that Sarah reads
b. ∆ 6= wants to read a book
The analysis of as-parentheticals above treats as-parentheticals as a form of ACD. The
difference is that rather than movement of the direct object, as in the

ACD

case above,

operator movement and CP movement make the matrix vP and the vP in the as-parenthetical identical (assuming that the null Deg0 and as are LF identical, as well, given their
identical syntactic structures and semantics; see the tree in (132) above):
(154) [CP Opi [Mary does [vP [DegP 0/ Deg ti ] dance] ] ]k [Sally T0 [vP [PP as tk ] dance] ]
|
{z
}
{z
}
|
Identity

The reason vP1 in (151) cannot be a valid antecedent is because it cannot be LF-identical
to the vP in as-parenthetical. Since the as-parenthetical is not adjoined to this vP, it lacks
the CP movement that makes the vPs identical in (154).
(155)

If [CP Sue [vP wants to [vP dance] ] ] . . .
{z
}
|
No identity!

z
}|
{
[CP Opi Mary [vP wants to [vP [DegP 0/ Deg ti ] dance ] ] ]

Assuming that LF-identity is a condition on ellipsis (Sag 1976), we therefore expect
that the vP in the if -clause cannot be a valid antecedent, since the lack of CP movement in
that clause means that the vP will never have the same antecedent at the vP in the as-clause.

3.4.3.4 Why is there no island amelioration in similatives?
A final problem which I will raise here has to do with what the analysis of obligatory
deletion means for the analysis of similatives that I base my proposal on. The problem
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is that the proposal here suggests that similatives, like as-parentheticals, should contain
obligatory deletion, contrary to fact.
Jeremy Hartman (p.c.) points out that manner similatives appear to be island-sensitive
in the same way as as-parentheticals. For instance, in (156a), it is not possible to construe
Bill speaking Catalan in the same manner as the man who speaks Basque, and in (156b), it
is not possible to construe cooling the cake in the same manner as cooling the pie.
(156) a. * Bill speaks Catalan as Mary knows a man who speaks Basque. (With an accent!)
b. * Mary cooled the cake as the idea that Bill cooled the pie surprised her.
This suggests, contra Rett (2013), that similatives do involve some sort of operator movement in English. In both cases above, the manner cannot be equated between clauses inside
of islands (a relative clause in (156a) and a complex DP in (156b)) and the matrix clause.
The analysis of as-parentheticals I adopt here, however, is built directly on top of these
analyses. Both Rett (2013) and Anderson and Morzycki (2015) rely on the idea that some
null adjunct introduces the manner argument into a vP. Rett, specifically, assumes that no
movement is involved in the derivation of English similatives at all (see Section 3.3) and
that the manner variable is bound by the semantics of as.
The fact that there is apparently movement in similatives raises a problem for the revised
view of DegP that I take in Section 3.3.2. In particular, this reconceptualization of the afore
mentioned work would require that there be operator movement out of DegP to the left
periphery of the similative:
(157) Bill speaks Catalan as [CP Opi Mary [DegP ti ] speaks German].
Note that this is the exact configuration that I propose triggers obligatory deletion in asparentheticals. If this view of similatives is the right one, then the hypothesis above should
predict that ellipsis is obligatory, but it is not.

96

At the moment, I have no concrete solution to this problem. It may be the case that
similatives and as-parentheticals differ in some subtle but significant way that explains
why deletion does not occur in the former. One possibility may be that manners are not
introduced in an adjunct but are instead direct arguments of verbs. Rett (2013:1121–1122)
simply assumes that manners are not direct arguments of the verb and that they must be
introduced by her ρ (Deg0 above). Manner similatives would then introduce and abstraction over this argument. The event-kind component of as-parentheticals, on the other hand,
would still be introduced in an adjunct. This is still speculative, however, and remains ad
hoc.
A second possibility is that the island violation in as-parentheticals is not actually a
left-branch extraction, but some other sort of violation. For instance, Kyle Johnson (p.c.)
has suggested to me that the null operator might adjoin directly to some proper subpart of
the verb rather than being introduced by Deg0 :
v0

(158)
V0
V0

v0
Op

Movement of the operator out of the verb would violate excorporation (the ban against moving subparts of a complex head), but VPE would avoid having to pronounce the malformed
verb. While I think this may be a promising alternative, it would require some significant
changes to the semantics sketched in this chapter. I also suspect that it would cause problems for the observation that as-parentheticals permit movement of the verb out of the
ellipsis site (as shown by the verb-stranding data throughout CHapter 2). Consequently, I
do not explore this possibility here, but leave it instead for future research.
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3.5 Chapter summary
In this chapter, I focused primarily on the locality condition on antecedents in as-parentheticals and its relationship to the obligatory ellipsis that they contain. First, I developed
an account of the locality condition on as-parentheticals. As first noted in Chapter 1 and
explored more thoroughly here, as-parentheticals place more stringent locality conditions
on their antecedents than VPE does. I argued that this requirement is the result of operator
movement in as-parentheticals and that it is completely separate from the antecedent conditions on ellipsis. I built an analysis of this locality based on recent proposals for similatives
by Rett (2013) and Anderson and Morzycki (2015).
After this, I proposed that the obligatory ellipsis in as-parentheticals is necessary to
ameliorate an island violation incurred by operator movement in as-parentheticals. Following Kennedy and Merchant (2000), I assume that this island violation is only a problem at
PF and that, therefore, ellipsis of the vP containing the violation avoids a crash at PF.
In the following chapter, I turn to the inversion in as-parentheticals and how it differs
from an outwardly similar form of inversion, locative inversion. The obligatory deletion
in as-parentheticals, I will argue, plays a role in the unusual placement of subjects in the
middle field: Because the subjects must receive focus, ellipsis prevents subjects in as-parentheticals from staying internal to vP since they would otherwise be deleted.
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CHAPTER 4
THE SYNTAX OF INVERSION

Up until this point, I have focused mainly on the nature of deletion in as-parentheticals
while setting aside one of the more intriguing properties that they display, namely the ability
to postpose subjects after auxiliaries. As shown in (159), it is possible to place subjects after
subjects (the bracketed elements) after all of the auxiliaries in the parenthetical.
(159) a. Harvey might have kissed a pig, as might have [Sally].
b. James could be watching Battlestar Galactica, as could be [Erik].
c. Mary was reading Moby-Dick, as could have been [her brother].
As discussed in Chapter 1, this word order cannot be generated by the well-attested I0 -to-C0
movement that derives subject–auxiliary inversion in questions. Consequently, they must
be derived in some other way. I will argue in favor of the view that these subjects remain
structurally low in the middle field and that their precise placement is determined in part
by the obligatory deletion discussed in the previous chapter.
One question worth pursuing, however, is whether this sort of inversion bears any resemblance to other forms of inversion in English. In particular, I will compare the inversion
in as-parentheticals to LOCATIVE INVERSION, which preposes a PP and postposes a subject
after the verb:
(160) a. Out of the barracks will march [a soldier].
b. On the table might have stood [a lamp].
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Like inversion in as-parentheticals, subjects in locative inversion do not appear in SpecIP,
being postposed after all auxiliaries and even the main verb. Thus, a central question is
whether this behavior is related.
What I show is that both constructions share some similarities, but they diverge in
several significant ways. The subjects in both constructions must receive focus intonation at
PF, but I argue that, on the surface, they have different subject positions. While inverting asparentheticals move their subjects out of SpecvP, the subjects in locative inversion plausibly
remain in this position. This is, I argue, because the verb–subject order in locative inversion
is derived by moving the verb to a position above the subject, something that does not occur
in inverting as-parentheticals.
I argue that the difference in subject position is related to the fact that as-parentheticals
contain obligatory deletion. Without independent motivation to move the subject, inverting
as-parentheticals should leave the subject in SpecvP, similar to what is found in locative
inversion. However, ellipsis in as-parentheticals targets vP, and the focus conditions on the
subject do not permit it to be deleted. As a conseqence, I follow Weir’s (2014) hypothesis
that focused material can move out of ellipsis sites at PF in order to avoid ellipsis. Since
ellipsis is obligatory in as-parentheticals, this is unavoidable.
This introduces a new problem, however. As discussed by Bruening (2010), locative
inversion does not permit VPE to occur at all.
(161) a. * On the table stood a lamp, and on the mantle did stand a lamp,
b. * Out the barracks marched a soldier, and out of the hangar will march a soldier
too.
This is expected if deleting the focused subjects of locative inversion clauses is ungrammatical. The problem is that the exceptional focus movement analysis of as-parentheticals
predicts that it should be possible to move subjects out of the ellipsis sites in this case. This
cannot occur either:
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(162) a. * On the table stood a lamp, and on the mantle did an urni stand ti .
b. * Out the barracks marched a soldier, and out of the hangar will a nursek march
tk .
I suggest in this chapter that the reason ellipsis fails here is because exceptional focus
movement is in fact very limited and should be avoided if at all possible. As proposed in
the previous chapter, ellipsis of vPs in as-parentheticals is required to ameliorate an island
violation, but locative inversion has no such requirement. I propose here that

VPE

is not

possible in locative inversion because doing so would force exceptional focus movement
to occur.
This chapter is organized as follows. In Section 4.1, as background for the following
discussion, I discuss several different subject positions that have been proposed in the literature for subjects that do not appear in SpecIP. Much of this discussion focuses on Icelandic,
Irish, and Spanish and how we determine where these subject positions are. Section 4.2 discusses the subject position in inverting as-parentheticals, arguing for a position just outside
of vP. Section 4.3 turns to locative inversion, and argues for a verb-movement analysis of
the phenomenon where subjects remain in SpecvP. After this, I discuss Weir’s (2014) exceptional focus movement in Section 4.4. I explain there how this can explain the unusual
surface position of subjects in as-parentheticals and suggest an explanation for why
is impossible in locative inversion. I postpone the discussion about the

EPP

VPE

in as-paren-

theticals and locative inversion to the end. The reason subjects do not appear in SpecIP in
these constructions has long been a contentious issue and there is no consensus on how this
is possible. I ultimately adopt the view that other material moves through SpecIP to satisfy
the EPP.

4.1 Subjects and subject positions
In this section I discuss the distribution of subjects that are not in SpecIP, and argue
for the low placement of subjects in English inverting as-parentheticals and locative inver101

sion. The languages to which I compare these constructions will primarily be Icelandic and
Spanish. Icelandic transitive expletive constructions (TECs) and Spanish VSO orders place
the subject after the main verb, in a lower position in the clause. The comparison between
these two constructions shows us that there are several potential subject positions crosslinguistically and language internally. Having established the differences betweeen these,
I turn back to inverting as-parentheticals and locative inversion and try to establish some
parity between these constructions and the subject positions that are available in other languages. Due to the nature of the middle field, this is somewhat hard to do with full certainty,
but the hope is to at least clarify certain assumptions about where material in as-parentheticals and locative inversion could be moving and to argue that inversion in English, which
looks unusual language-internally, fits into a broader pattern of subject placement and verb
movement cross-linguistically.
One of the main conclusions will be that subjects in inverting as-parentheticals move
out of vP, whereas the subjects of locative inversion probably do not. The idea that subjects
can move a short distance out of vP even when they do not move to SpecIP is a view that receives support cross-linguistically. In the languages under discussion, the typical derivation
of VSO order involves movement of the verb to a position in front of the subject (Bobaljik
and Jonas 1996, McCloskey 2001, Ordóñez 1998). This leads to a tempting hypothesis that
subjects simply remain in their base position (SpecvP) while the verb moves past it. As I
will discuss, there is good evidence that this is not true of Icelandic or Irish, and similar
evidence can be shown for Spanish as well.
The main point of comparison here will be between Icelandic transitive expletive constructions (TECs) and Spanish

VSO

orders, and I show that while subjects follow verbs in

these constructions, these subjects are in different positions in the tree.1
1I

focus on Icelandic TECs as opposed to other Icelandic expletive constructions primarily because having
both internal and external arguments makes it clear that there must be structural positions for each of them. By
most accounts, Icelandic must have more subject positions even than those that I describe here (see Vangsnes
2002).
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This section is organized as follows. First, I begin in Section 4.1.1 by discussing subject
positions cross-linguistically, focusing on positions other than SpecIP. In Section 4.2, I
focus on the subject position in inverting as-parentheticals, arguing that the subject moves
out of its base position to a position just outside of vP. In Section 4.3, I turn to the subjects
of locative inversion constructions and argue that the verb actually moves to a position
above the verb, obscuring its precise position but requiring that it be in the domain of VPE,
thereby distinguishing the position from the one found in as-parentheticals.

4.1.1 Subject placement in VSO orders: Icelandic and Spanish (and a little Irish)
VSO

orders vary crosslinguistically with respect to where subjects actually sit in the

structure. Depending on the language and the construction involved, this means that there
are different potential landing sites for subjects. Here, I will compare Icelandic transitive expletive constructions (TECs) with Spanish VSO order. The comparison shows that Icelandic
has a higher post-verbal subject position than Spanish does.

4.1.1.1 Split IPs and Icelandic
During the 1990s, it was common to assume that there were multiple subject positions
in the inflectional layer of the clause. If we assume for now something like the Split-IP
Hypothesis from Pollock (1989) and its various adaptations (e.g., Bobaljik and Jonas 1996,
Bobaljik and Thráinsson 1998, Chomsky 1993), the TP and AgrS P projections provided
two specifier positions in which subjects might appear: SpecAgrS P and SpecTP. These are
represented in the treee in (163). The higher position is SpecAgrS P, indicated by 1 , and
the lower position is SpecTP, indicated by 2 .
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AgrS P

(163)
1

Agr′S
Agr0S

TP
T′

2
T0
Subject Positions

VP
...

Icelandic is a language that is commonly assumed to make full use of this structure.
The standard assumption is that inflected verbs move to Agr0S . Under normal

SVO

orders,

like (164a), subjects move to SpecAgrS P. However, in Icelandic subjects can co-occur with
expletives in the transitive expletive construction, as in (164b). The assumption here is that
the expletive sits in SpecAgrS P, while the true subject sits in SpecTP.
(164) Icelandic (Bobaljik and Jonas 1996:195–196, (1)–(2))
a. [AgrP Jólasveinarnir

borðuðu [TP búðinginn

the.Christmas.trolls ate

ekki.

the.pudding not

‘The Christmas trolls did not eat the pudding.’
b. [AgrP Það borðuðu [TP sennilega margir jólasveinar
there ate

probably many

bjúgin

] ].

Christmas.trolls the.sausages

‘Many Christmas trolls probably ate the sausages.’
Evidence from adverb placement supports this view. In the analysis of Bobaljik and
Jonas (1996), it is assumed that the expletive appears in SpecAgrSP and that verbs move
to AgrS0 .2 Evidence in support of this is adduced from adverb placement. There are two
2 This, of course, was

not the only analysis. Vikner (1995), for example, does not adopt the split IP hypothesis. Instead, expletives are generated in SpecIP and subjects simply remain in a specifier position of either
the verb or an auxiliary.
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adverbs in example (165). The adverb sennilega, ‘probably’, is taken to mark the left edge
of the TP, and the adverb alveg, ‘completely’, is taken to mark the left edge of the vP. Placement of the subject einhverjir stúdentar, ‘some students’, between these adverbs requires
movement from its base position in SpecvP.
(165) [AgrP Það

luku

[TP sennilega [TP einhverjir stúdentar [vP alveg

there finished
verkefninu

probably

some

students

[vP

completely

]]]] ].

the.assignment
‘Some students probably completely finished the assignment.’
(Bobaljik and Jonas 1996:209, (21a))
It is also worth noting that similar facts in Irish show that subjects move from their
base positions as well. Subjects appear to the left of vP adverbs, including cases like ‘ever’,
‘still’, and ‘often’ – the sorts of adverbs we have long used for finding the edge of the
verb phrase (Pollock 1989, Vikner 1995). This holds true even for subjects of passives and
unaccusatives, suggesting that these elements do not remain internal to VP but move to
some positions outside vP:
(166) a. Ní
NEG

bhfuair aon bhean riamh roimhe
took

any woman ever

greim láimhe

before.it grip

na préataí i gcónaí sa

hand.GEN on.him
(McCloskey 2001:(33a))

‘No woman had ever taken his hand.’
b. Fásann

air.

lagán.

grow.PRES the potatoes always in.the hollow.
‘The potatoes always grow in the hollow.’

(i)

[CP Þaði borðuðu [IP ti [VP margir jólasvainar . . . ] ] ]
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(McCloskey 2001:(37a))

Thus, there is evidence for subject movement even in a rigid VSO language like Irish.

4.1.1.2 Spanish and lower positions
Still, it has been clear for some time that not all post-verbal subjects occur in the same
position (Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou 1998). Some post-verbal subjects must remain
somewhere in lower positions in the structure, though precisely what these positions are
remains unclear.3
Languages like Spanish are frequently assumed to leave their subjects in their base
positions in

VSO

order (Depiante and Vicente 2012, Gallego 2007). Alexiadou and Anag-

nostopoulou (1998), in fact, rely on this as one of their diagnostics to distinguish Romance
from Icelandic and Irish.
The canonical word order of Spanish is usually thought to be SVO, as shown in (167b).
However, one of the variant orders is VSO, often used when focusing the subject (Goodall
2001, Ordóñez 1998, 2007, Zubizarreta 1998). This is shown in (167b).
(167) a. Juan comió las manzanas.
Juan ate

the apples

‘Juan ate the apples.’
b. Comió Juan las manzanas.
ate

Juan the apples

‘Juan ate the apples.’
In both orders, the assumption is that the inflected verb moves to I0 for inflectional purposes
(Depiante and Vicente 2012, Ordóñez 1998). The difference between the orders reduces to
3 Further,

following Chomsky 1995, the AgrP projections have largely been abandoned as a theoretical
device. Even so, the fact remains that not all subjects can be left in the middle field.
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a difference in placement of the subject. In

VSO

order, the subject sits in a lower position

in the middle field, while in SVO order it moves to some higher position.4
When they are compared, it looks as though the lower subject position in Spanish must
be distinct from the one in Icelandic. In Icelandic, subjects occur between auxiliaries and
participles, whereas in Spanish they occur after both auxiliaries and participles:
(168) Icelandic order: ( EXPL )

AUX 1 SUBJ VERB

Það hafa margir jólasveinar
there have many

borðað búðing

Christmas.trolls eaten

pudding

‘Many Christmas trolls have eaten pudding.’ (Bobaljik and Jonas 1996:209, (16a))
(169) Spanish order: AUX1

VERB SUBJ

Ha comido Juan las manzanas.
has eaten

Juan the apples.

‘Juan has eaten the apples.’
As Ordóñez (2007:258) points out, this difference may arise simply from the fact that the
past participle moves farther in Spanish than it does in Icelandic. Spanish participles are
commonly thought to move to a position outside of the vP (Depiante and Vicente 2012). If
Icelandic verbs do not, then the subjects may be in the same position. The only difference
is verb movement in Spanish targets a higher position:
(170) Ordóñez’s Suggestion:
Icelandic: Það

AUX

Spanish:

AUX PART SUBJ PART

SUBJ PART

4 There

is considerable debate about what this position is. Specifically, it is unclear whether the subject
is in SpecIP or some low, left-peripheral position. This issue is orthogonal to the discussion here, so I set it
aside, but see Goodall (2001) and Zubizarreta (1998), amongst others.
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However, the facts concerning these languages are actually more complex. When there
are multiple auxiliaries in an Icelandic transitive expletive construction, the subject still
occurs between the two (highest) auxiliaries (consistent with the structures inferred by
Bobaljik and Jonas (1996) and Bobaljik and Thráinsson (1998)). This differs from Spanish
where all of the auxiliaries precede the subject:
(171) Icelandic order: ( EXPL )
. . . að

það

AUX 1 SUBJ AUX 2 VERB

mundi (einhver) hafa (*einhver) borðað þetta epli

. . . that there would someone have
‘that some boy would come’
(172) Spanish order: AUX1

eaten

this apple
(Vikner 1995:191, (53))

AUX 2 VERB SUBJ

Ha estado comiendo Juan las manzanas.
has been

eaten

Juan the apples.

‘Juan has been eating the apples.’
This cannot be reduced to a difference in the movement of participles, as suggested by
Ordóñez. Assuming the highest auxiliary is in AgrS0 in both Icelandic and Spanish, the
subject must be considerably lower in (172) than it is in (171) in order to accommodate the
extra auxiliary, even if participles move in Spanish and not in Icelandic. This leads to the
hypothesis that Spanish subjects simply remain in SpecvP whereas they move to a higher
position in Icelandic:
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AgrSP

(173)

I C . E XPL .

Agr′

(það)
AgrS0

TP

I C . S UBJ .

T′

T0

AuxP
Aux0

vP

S P. S UBJ
Nonetheless, there is some evidence that post-verbal subjects move in Spanish. Following a suggestion by Rizzi (1996), Ordóñez (2007) assumes that floated object quantifiers
must be outside of vP because they come to the left of vP adverbs. (Recall, too, the discussion at the end of Section 4.1.1.1 about adverb placement in Icelandic and Irish.)
(174) a. Lo
CL.3.MASC.SG

entendió

todo bien.

understood all

well.

‘He understood everything well.’
b.??Lo
CL.3.MASC.SG

entendió

bien todo.

understood well all.

‘He understood everything well.’
Assuming that these vP adverbs are left-adjoined, the object quantifier must therefore be
external to vP.
(175)

[TP lo entendió [ todo [vP bien [vP tV t ] ] ] ]

Bearing this in mind, Ordóñez points out that subjects in
floated object quantifiers.
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VSO

orders appear to the left of

(176) a. Ayer
yesterday

lo

hizo él todo bien.

CL.3.MASC.SG

did he all

well.

‘Yesterday, he did everything well.’
b.*?Ayer
yesterday

lo

hizo todo él bien.

CL.3.MASC.SG

did all

he well.

‘Yesterday, he did everything well.’
Assuming, as above, that floated object quantifiers must be outside vP, Ordóñez (2007)
argues that the fact that the subject occurs to the left of the quantifier shows that the subject
must also be external to vP:5
(177) [IP lo hizo [FP éli [ todo [vP bien [vP ti . . . ] ] ] ] ]

It is likely that this analysis should be taken only as tentative. It relies on being right about
the position of the adverb and floating quantifier in the structure, which are difficult to
determine without ancillary assumptions about how adverbs are adjoined.6 But it does seem
to support the notion that VSO orders do not necessarily entail leaving subjects in their base
positions. Regardless of whether they do, this position must be below the Icelandic position.
5I

have chosen not to preserve his labels.

6 Ordóñez

follows Kayne (1994) in assuming that adverbs cannot be right adjoined, but there is no knockdown empirical evidence to support this. Ordóñez’s examples include a right-dislocated pronoun in order to
control for focus, but this does not really exclude an adverb right-adjoined below the dislocated element.
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(178)

AgrSP
I C . E XPL .

Agr′

(það)
AgrS0

TP
T′

I C . S UBJ .
T0

AuxP
Aux0

FP

S P. S UBJ

F′

F0

vP
tsubj

In sum, there is evidence that subjects move out of their base positions in

VSO

orders.

These positions are not necessarily the same cross-linguistically. As we saw above, the
position in Icelandic TECs is higher than the subject position in Spanish VSO order, though
it remains somewhat unclear whether Spanish subjects move or not.

4.2 The subject position in inverting as-parentheticals
In this section, I argue that the subject position in inverting as-parentheticals is akin
to the one found in Spanish

VSO

order rather than the one in Icelandic

TECs.

The subject

position in inverting as-parentheticals is not high enough to be the one in Icelandic. Instead,
it seems to be in a lower position. I argue that, similarly to Spanish, the subject moves a
short distance out of vP, but verb movement in Spanish and the lack thereof in English
obscures the similarity between these positions.
First, it fairly clear that the subject position in inverting as-parentheticals is not the
position of subjects in Icelandic transitive expletive constructions. The clearest evidence
comes from cases where there are multiple auxiliaries. As shown in (171), repeated here
as (179), the subject must intervene between auxiliaries in the Icelandic transitive expletive
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construction: The subject einhver, ‘someone’, comes between mundi, ‘would’, and hafa,
‘have’, but cannot follow them.
(179) Icelandic order: ( EXPL )
. . . að

það

AUX 1 SUBJ AUX 2

mundi (einhver) hafa

(*einhver) borðað þetta epli

. . . that there would someone have
EXPL AUX 1

SUBJ

AUX 2

eaten

this apple

VERB

‘that some boy would come’
Inverting as-parentheticals require the subject to follow all auxiliaries. Placing the subject
between auxiliaries is typically judged to be worse, which is opposite of what is found in
Icelandic.
(180) a. The boys would have been eating the cake, as would have been the girls.
b. * The boys would have been eating the cake, as would have the girls been.
c.??The boys would have been eating the cake, as would the girls have been.7
What we find, then is that the English order is distinct from the Icelandic order; compare
(179) with (181).
(181) English order: AUX1

AUX 2 SUBJ ( VERB )

Mary would have eaten an apple. . .
as would (??John) have (John) [eaten an apple].
AUX 1

AUX 2 SUBJ

VERB

Since the subject appears farther to the right, this would seem to indicate that the subject
position in inverting as-parentheticals must be lower than it is in Icelandic
7 As

TECs;

that is,

discussed in Chapter 1, it is impossible to rule out I0 -to-C0 movement in some cases. This may
account for why some speakers do not find this example to be completely ungrammatical.
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not in SpecTP in the split-IP model. A good candidate for this position is the one found in
Spanish VSO orders. This is not immediately obvious, however. In Spanish VSO orders, the
subject must not only follow all of the auxiliaries, it must also follow the main verb:
(182) Spanish – Order AUX1

AUX 2 VERB SUBJ

Ha

estado comiendo Juan las manzanas.

has

been

AUX 1 AUX 2

eaten

Juan the apples.

VERB

SUBJ

‘Juan has eaten the apples.’
Given that the verb remains in the ellipsis site in (181), this indicates that the subject precedes the main verb in English but follows the main verb in Spanish.
This difference, however, receives a straightforward explanation from the independent
fact that verbs move to inflectional positions in Spanish but remain in vP in English. As
discussed above, the usual approach to Spanish

VSO

order is to assume that the subject

remains low and that the main verb then moves to a position above the subject (Depiante
and Vicente 2012, Gallego 2007, Ordóñez 1998, 2007). Thus, as shown below, the subject
position in inverting as-parentheticals may be the same as in Spanish

VSO

order, but the

difference in where languages place their verbs obscures this fact:
(183) English: as
Spanish:

AUX 1 AUX 2

SUBJ VERB

...

AUX 1 AUX 2 VERB SUBJ

As long as verbs move to a position above the subject in Spanish, it is possible that
the subject position is the same in both Spanish

VSO

orders and inverting as-parenthe-

ticals. As I discuss above, the position of the subject in Spanish appears to be just outside
of vP, so the question I turn to now is whether there is any evidence for such movement
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in English. Evidence from internal argument movement, adverb placement, and ellipsis
identity supports the view that subjects move outside vP in English as well.

4.2.1 Internal argument movement
Some of the clearest evidence for a vP-external subject position comes from as-parentheticals with subjects that originate internal to VP, as in (184). This includes unaccusatives,
passives, and raising predicates, whose subjects do no originate in SpecvP:
(184) a. The ship sank, as might (have) the barge.
b. The thief was caught, as has been the burglar.
c. Mary might have seemed to be happy, as might have Tom.

UNACCUSATIVE
PASSIVE
RAISING

Assuming that the subjects of these sorts of predicates originate internal to VP, then the fact
that they are stranded indicates that they have moved from their base position, since the rest
of the VP does not appear. Assuming that SpecvP is not a valid landing site for VP-internal
material (Chomsky 1995), and assuming that in English the target for VPE is at least as big
as vP (Aelbrecht 2010, Merchant 2013, Toosarvandani 2009; see Section 4.2.3 below) this
suggests that the subjects are moving to a position outside vP but below auxiliaries:8
(185) a. . . . as [might [have [the bargei [vP sunk ti ] ] ] ]
b. . . . as [has [been [the burglari [vP caught ti ] ] ] ]
c. . . . as [might [have [Tomi [vP seemed [TP ti to be happy ] ]] ] ]

8

This is very similar to one of McCloskey’s (2001:169–171) arguments that the Irish subject position
is not SpecvP. As discussed above, Irish is a rigid VSO language. McCloskey shows that the subjects of
unaccusative and passive predicates move to the same post-verbal subject position that external arguments
do.
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4.2.2 Adverb placement
Evidence from adverb placement corroborates the view that subjects are moving out of
vP, although the judgments are less clear. Adverb placement is frequently used to determine
the location of subjects in a clause on the assumption that certain adverbs mark the left
edge of the verb phrase (Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou 1998, McCloskey 1996, 2001,
Ordóñez 2007, Pollock 1989, Vikner 1995). Material appearing to the left of these adverbs
is external to the verb phrase, and material to the right remains internal. In English, one
such adverb which strongly prefers appearing the left of verbs is always:
(186) a. John might have always kissed pigs.
b.*?John might have kissed pigs always.
The assumption is that always left-adjoins to vP:
(187)

IP
I′

DP
John

I0

AuxP

might Aux0

vP

have Adv
always

vP
kissed pigs

Unfortunately, putting left-adjoined adverbs in inverting as-parentheticals at all is usually marginal at best. To the extent that I have been able to tell, speakers are most likely
to accept adverbs at the end of the parenthetical. Speakers often reject placement in other
positions, but there is noticeable variation here, with some speakers being more permissive
than others.
(188) Mary might have often kissed a pig,
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a. as might have John.
b. * as always might have John.
c.??as might always have John.
d.??as might have always John.
e. ?as might have John always.
To the extent that stranding an adverb at the end of the parenthetical is acceptable, this is
evidence consistent with the hypothesis that subjects move to a position outside of vP, to
the left of the adverb. Critically, if the subject were internal to vP, we would expect (188d)
to be acceptable, but most speakers I have talked to reject this example.

4.2.3 Ellipsis targets vP or more
The final argument is a purely theoretical one which comes from LaCara 2015, where
I adduce evidence from voice mismatch under ellipsis to argue that subjects leave vP in
inverting as-parentheticals. The main question there, as here, is whether subjects remain in
their base positions or not. One possibility, shown in (189), is that subjects simply remain
in SpecvP where they are first merged, as proposed by Culicover and Winkler (2008), and
that the material that deletes in inverting as-parentheticals is a VP, stranding the subject.
However, it is also possible that the subject moves to some other position, just not as far
as SpecIP (190). Feria (2010) proposes this latter option, but he does not consider the first
possibility since he eschews the distinction between v0 and V0 .
(189)

(190)

PP
as

CP
C0

PP
as

I0

C0

vP
SUBJ 0
v

CP
I0

SUBJ

hvPi
. . . tsub . . .

hVPi

??
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In LaCara 2015, I argue that, in fact, a constituent larger than vP is the target for deletion in inverting as-parentheticals and, therefore, that subjects must move out of their base
positions. Deletion anaphora is known to be sensitive to the argument structure and voice
of the antecedent. Verb phrase ellipsis (VPE) tolerates mismatch in voice. The antecedent
may be active while the clause containing the ellipsis is passive, and vice-versa:9
(191) a. Active antecedent, passive ellipsis:
The janitor must [remove the trash] whenever it is apparent that it should be
[removed].
b. Passive antecedent, active ellipsis:
This problem was to have been looked into, but obviously nobody did [look
into it].
However, VPE is sensitive to mismatch in argument structure (Sag 1976). Thus, a causative
verb cannot serve as the antecedent to an inchoative or vice versa:
(192) a. Causative antecedent, inchoative ellipsis:
* John [closes the door] whenever the window does [close].
b. Inchoative antecedent, causative ellipsis:
* The water should have [frozen], but nobody did [freeze the water].
Merchant (2013) adopts a split-vP in order to explain facts like these.10 Under this view,
the voice and argument structure properties of v0 are separated from each other, as in (193).
vP is the locus of transitivity and introduces external arguments. This phrase is dominated
by VoiceP, which is responsible for determining the voice of the clause.
9 This

is not the traditional assumption about voice mismatches. For instance, Sag (1976), among others,
argued that voice mismatch was not possible in VPE. However, it has become clear in the years since that this
is not so. See Merchant (2008, 2013) for discussion.
10

See Frazier (2008) and Chung (2013) for recent alternative approaches to voice mismatch.
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IP

(193)
I0

VoiceP
Voice0

vP
v′

EXT ARG

v0

VP
V0

VPE

INT ARG

permits voice mismatch, but does not permit argument structure mismatches. Since it

is insensitive to voice, but it is sensitive to argument structure, Merchant argues that

VPE

may delete vP to the exclusion of VoiceP as shown in (194). Although Voice0 is different in
each clause, both vPA and vPE match, so the ellipsis is permitted to occur. If ellipsis targeted
VoiceP, however, we would expect voice mismatch to be categorically ungrammatical, since
the identity of the heads involved are different.
(194)

IP

IP
I′

DPi
the janitor I0

I′

DPk
it

VoiceP

must Voice0
[active]

Mismat h
vPA

ti

v0

remove

VoiceP

be Voice0
[passive]

VP

[agentive]V0

AuxP

should Aux0

Mat h
v′

DP

I0

h vPE i

0/

DP
the trash

v′

DP
v0

VP

[agentive]V0
removed

DP
tk

At the very least, then, this indicates that VPE must target a constituent at least as big as vP.
If the head controlling argument structure is vP, then the differences in the value for this
head will result in identity mismatches, thus precluding argument structure mismatches.
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(195)

IP

IP
I′

DPi
John

I0

I′

DPk
the windowI0

VoiceP

VoiceP

[ PAST ]
Voice0
[active]

did Voice0[E]

vPA

ti

Mismat h

v′

DP
v0

[active] DP
0/

VP

[agentive]V0
closed

h vPE i
v′
v0

VP

[inchoative]V0

DP
the door

DP

removed

tk

A central idea of this approach is that ellipsis processes can vary with respect to the
smallest constituent they may delete (see also Aelbrecht 2010, Baltin 2012 and (Toosarvandani 2009)). Thus some operations may target VoiceP and others, vP. For example,
Merchant argues that pseudogapping targets VoiceP rather than vP. Pseudogapping is very
similar to

VPE,

with the exception that some vP-internal element appears external to the

deletion site – in example (196a), this is Harry. However, as (196b) demonstrates, voice
mismatch is not permitted under pseudogapping, though it is allowed with

VPE.

The con-

clusion then is that whereas VPE targets vP, pseudogapping targets VoiceP.
(196) a. Mary hasn’t dated Bill, but she has Harry ∆.
b. * Hundertwasser’s ideas are respected by scholars more than most people do his
actual work ∆.
We can use these restrictions over voice mismatches to determine what material goes
missing in an anaphoric construction. When it comes to voice mismatch, inverting and
non-inverting as-parentheticals display different behaviors. Non-inverting as-parentheticals
seem to permit voice mismatch, much standard like

VPE

does. This is, indeed, consistent

with the view that as-parentheticals contain VPE, as discussed in Chapter 2.
(197) Non-inverting as-parentheticals
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a. The janitor should remove those bins, as I told you they should be.
b. ?I haven’t implemented the system with a manager, as it will be.
c. It should be noted, as Dennett does, that. . .
(Sag (1976:75, fn. 2), cited in Potts (2002b))
d. The system can be used by anybody, as you clearly have.
Inverting as-parentheticals, on the other hand, do not permit voice mismatch, behaving like
cases of pseudogapping:
(198) Inverting as-parentheticals
a. * The janitor should remove those bins, as should be the others.
b. * I haven’t implemented the system with a manager, as will be it.
c. * It should be noted, as does Dennett, that freshmen are often foolish.
d. * The system can be used by anybody, as have you.
In both cases, the argument structure of the antecedent and the missing verb phrase must
be the same; argument structure mismatches are ungrammatical in both conditions.
(199) Non-inverting as-parentheticals:
a. * Mary froze the water, as the wine also did.
(6= The wine froze.)
b. * The water froze, as Mary also did.
(6= Mary froze the water.)
(200) Inverting as-parentheticals:
a. * John closed the door, as did the window.
(6= The window closed.)
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b. * The door closed, as did John.
(6= John closed the door.)
Following Merchant (2013), we can conclude that non-inverting as-parentheticals target
vP since they permit voice mismatch. Inverting as-parentheticals, on the other hand, must
match in Voice; and therefore we conclude inverting as-parentheticals target VoiceP, and
not just vP.
An important conclusion can be drawn from the above data: Subjects must move from
the position where they are originally merged to some position outside of VoiceP. Given
the clausal model introduced in (193), external arguments are introduced in SpecvP, but vP
is within VoiceP, the target for ellipsis. If subjects did not move out of their base positions
and out of VoiceP, we would expect them to be deleted, too. We have to conclude that the
subjects move.
As an aside, I will, for the sake of simplicity, continue to refer to the deleted constituent
as vP rather than VoiceP, since the exact identity of the material that undergoes ellipsis will
not be a major topic of discussion. The crucial takeaway here is that the subject must move
out of SpecvP to escape deletion.

4.2.4 A summary of the evidence
In sum, it appears that the subjects in inverting as-parentheticals remain in a low, clausemedial position, but there is some evidence that they move to a position outside of vP. Thus,
the discussion here points toward a structure that looks roughly as follows, where subjects
move to some sort of clause-medial position between vP and auxiliaries. I label this position
SpecFP:
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PP

(201)
P0

CP
C′

as Op
C0

IP
I0

AuxP
Aux0

FP
F′

SUBJi

F0

(vP)
(Adv)

hvPi
. . .ti . . .

4.3 Verb movement in locative inversion
In this section, I turn to the question of where subjects are in locative inversion. It is in
fact hard to tell exactly where they sit, but I argue that they would remain in the domain of
VPE

if VPE were able to occur with locative inversion. This means that the subject position

must be distinct from the one found in inverting as-parentheticals, since there the subject
is external to the ellipsis site.
Locative inversion is notoriously resistant to analysis, and most analyses are controversial. One of the most influential has been Bresnan’s (1994) analysis in Lexical–Functional
Grammar. Unfortunately, this analysis, relies on theoretical machinery specific to Lexical–
Functional Grammar and cannot be ported to Minimalism straightforwardly.11 There are
several other analyses of the phenomenon in the GB–P&P–Minimalist tradition, none of
11 This

mainly has to do with it’s treating functional categories like ‘subject’ and ‘object’ as primitives of
the grammar. These categories are taken to be immaterial in Minimalist approaches to syntax; see Davies and
Dubinsky 2001 and McCloskey 1996.
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which are necessarily mutually compatible or even account for the same range of data (see,
e.g., Bruening 2010, Culicover and Levine 2001, Culicover and Winkler 2008, Postal 2004,
Rezac 2006, Rochemont and Culicover 1990, amongst others).
I will ultimately propose a novel head-movement analysis of locative inversion similar
to the one proposed by Rochemont and Culicover (1990), though it is distinct in many ways
and proposed here on independent grounds. The basic idea is that the verb moves to some
projection just above vP – call it X0 for now – permitting the the post-verbal subject order
found in locative inversion:
(202) Out of the barracks will march the soldiers.
IP
I′

PP
out of

I0

the barracks
will

XP
X0

vP

march

v′

DP

the soldiers v0

V0

This is essentially the same analysis that is traditionally assumed for Spanish VSO orders, as
discussed in Section 4.1.1 (Depiante and Vicente 2012, Ordóñez 1998, 2007). The subject
remains in situ and the verb moves to some position above the verb.
The main arguments for this analysis come from a variety of evidence. I begin by showing that locative inversion occurs with unergative predicates, verbs whose subject arguments merge as external arguments in SpecvP. In order for the subject to appear to the right
of the verb in locative inversion structures, the verb must either move past the subject, or the
subject must move rightward. First, I use evidence from coordination to show that the subject and the verb must be contained in the same constituent to the exclusion of auxiliaries
and other higher functional material (that is, the verb is not adjoining to IP or some higher
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projection). The key argument that the verb moves rather than the subject comes from adverb placement. Subjects must typically occur between the verb and a right-adjoined adverb
unless it is heavy NP shifted. Verb movement avoids stipulating where a rightward-moved
subject must adjoin. Additionally, it accounts for why it appears that individual subjects
may be coordinated with separate adverbs without appealing to non-constituent coordination.

4.3.1 Locative inversion occurs with external arguments
First, contra Culicover and Levine (2001), locative inversion occurs with unergative
predicates – that is, predicates with external arguments. I take as my main example the verb
march. Unaccusatives permit subject resultatives, whereas unergatives do not. As shown in
(203), march patterns with the unergative eat rather than the unaccusative rain.12
(203) a. The ice froze solid.

[Unaccusative]

b. * The man ate sick.

[Unergative]

c. * The soldier marched silly.
Likewise, the passives of unaccusative verbs can be used as attributive adjectives while the
passives of unergatives cannot. As shown in (204), march patterns with the unergative shout
rather than the unaccusative depart.
(204) a. the departed soldier

[Unaccusative]

b. * the shouted child

[Unergative]

c. * the marched soldier
This suggests that the subject of march merges external to VP in SpecvP:
12 Notice

this is fine with a spurious reflexive, as in The man ate himself sick. or The soldier marched
himself silly.
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(205)

vP
DP
the soldier v0

v′
V0
march

And indeed, we find verbs like march – including jump, and dance – in locative inversion
sentences:
(206) a. Out of the barracks marched the soldiers.
b. On the bed jumped the children.
c. Around the fire danced the women.
Since the subjects of these sentences originate in SpecvP– to the left of the verb – we
want to be able to explain how it is they come to follow the verb in the surface order. There
are two main hypotheses for how to account for the verb–subject word order:
i. Movement of the verb:
Out of the barracks [ marched [vP fifty soldiers marched ] ].
ii. Right-adjunction of the subject argument:
Out of the barracks [vP [fifty soldiers] marched ] [fifty soldiers].
I will argue in favor of a verb-movement analysis for locative inversion sentences with
unergative verbs as opposed to one where subjects are post-posed or right-adjoined to the
clause. As I point out, there is no evidence that subjects move in locative inversion, but
there is some evidence for across-the-board movement of the verb out of coordinated vPs.
The resulting strings receive no explanation under the subject adjunction analysis.
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4.3.2 Auxiliaries
Making fairly conservative assumptions about clause structure,13 it appears that the
verb remains relatively low. This is because it occurs to the right of auxiliaries when they
occur in locative inversion structures.
(207) On the couch might have been sitting the congresswoman’s husband.
(208) In this forest can be found the reclusive lyrebird.

[Bresnan 1994:78, (19b)]

(209) Out of the barracks might have marched fifty soldiers.
TP
T′

PP
out of the T0

AuxP

barracks
might Aux0
have

marched
50 soldiers

This constrains the movement possibilities for the verb raising hypothesis (i). If it is the
verb that moves, it must move to a position below all auxiliaries (call it F0 ):
13 More

articulated analyses are possible, including various shell analyses like the one found in Harwood
2013. Adopting an analysis of this type should make no serious difference to the analysis here, although the
details of how these approaches interact are no doubt of theoretical interest.
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(210)

TP
T′

PP
out of the T0
barracks

AuxP

might Aux0

XP
X0

have

vP

marched DP
50 soldiers tv

v′
VP
tV

This does not tell us much about where the subject should be adjoined on hypothesis
(ii). If the verb remains in situ, the subject could adjoin practically anywhere on the right,
and the word order would be the same. For this we need independent evidence to indicate
where the subject might adjoin.

4.3.3 Coordination
Most speakers I have consulted with agree that coordination of the post-locative material is acceptable in locative inversion sentences, although there is some interspeaker variation here with regard to how acceptable. The verb and the subject are coordinated together,
suggesting that the verb and subject are within the same constituent (as assumed above):
(211) ?Out of the hangar [marched fifty soldiers] and [walked forty nurses].
Coordination under auxiliaries also shows that the subjects are indeed under the auxiliary:
(212) ?Out of the hangar might be [marching fifty soldiers] and [walking forty nurses].
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Again, this does not immediately help us decide where subjects are in locative inversion
structures, but it would seem to confirm that the subjects remain low in the structure. In
particular, it shows that the subjects must remain in the individual coordinants and that they
are not moved to a position outside of this domain.
(213)

TP
T′

PP
out of the T0
hangar

AuxP

might Aux0
be

&P
&′

XP
marching &0
50 soldiers
and

XP
walking
40 nurses

This means that under the subject adjunction analysis, the subject must adjoin to some
position below auxiliaries. It is also consistent with the verb movement hypothesis insofar
as verb movement occurs in each of the coordinants.

4.3.4 Adverb placement
Evidence from adverb placement in locative inversion partially supports the verb movement hypothesis. The verb movement hypothesis permits us to understand the placement of
right-adjoined adverbs without having to stipulate where the subject adjoins. Furthermore,
right-adjoined adverbs can be coordinated with individual subjects, suggesting that verbs
can undergo across-the-board movement out of coordinated verb phrases.

128

Generally speaking, subjects must come to the left of manner adverbials and modifying
PPs:14
(214) a. Onto the bed jumped the children quickly.
b. * Onto the bed jumped quickly the children.
(215) a. Out of the barracks marched fifty soldiers in lockstep.
b.*?Out of the barracks marched in lockstep fifty soldiers.
This is easily explained under the verb-raising hypothesis. Assuming that the manner adverbial is right-adjoined to vP, movement of the verb to a higher position derives the correct
positions of the subject and the adverb:
(216)
XP
X0

vP

jumped

Adv

vP
DP

v′

the children tv

quickly
VP
tV

Accounting for this under the adjunction hypothesis is more difficult, since it requires
us to ensure that adjunction of the subject occurs below the manner adverb, as in (217). If
the subject adjoins too high, as in (218), then we derive the incorrect word order.
14 Example (215b) improves significantly if in

lockstep is pronounced with a low, flat intonation. This, however, is characteristic of parenthetical material. The example remains unacceptable with neutral intonation.
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(217)
vP
Adv

vP

DP quickly

vP

v′ the children

t

jumped

(218)
vP
DP

vP
Adv

vP
t

v′

the children

quickly

jumped
∗

This shows us that if locative inversion should include rightward movement of the subject, then it must generally be distinct from what occurs in heavy NP shift (HNPS), pace
Bresnan’s (1994:87–88) suggestion. HNPS typically moves nominal material to the right of
adverbs:
(219) Sally forgot ti quickly [the rambunctious children who annoyed her]i .
In fact, the only time a subject can appear to the right of an adverb in a locative inversion sentence is when the subject is heavy (pace Culicover and Levine 2001). That is, the
subjects of locative inversion sentences appear to be able to undergo HNPS:15
15 Although HNPS usually targets objects, the subjects in locative inversion sentences are sometimes thought
to be object-like. Bresnan’s (1994) analysis, for example, associates the subject of the clause with the functional category of object.
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(220) a. ?Out of the barracks marched some of the worst soldiers in the platoon quickly.
b. Out of the barracks marched quickly some of the worst soldiers in the platoon.
This further suggests that subject placement in locative inversion sentences is distinct from
HNPS

because

HNPS

is independently available in this construction and yields different

results.
Placement of the subject also appears to be distinct from other kinds of rightward movements. For instance, Overfelt (2015) argues that DP movement to a position above a clausal
vP adjunct can happen just in case this movement binds a parasitic gap:
(221) a. Sam bought e1 [before Kim stole ∆

pg1 ]

an autographed picture of Jonathan

Frakes1
b.*?Sam bought e1 [before Kim stole a book] an autographed picture of Jonathan
Frakes1
Movement of the subject in a locative inversion clause to the right of these adjuncts appears
to be ungrammatical, even when the adjunct contains a parasitic gap:16
(222)*?Onto the bed jumped [before their parents could stop ∆

pg ]

the rambunctious chil-

dren.
(223)*?Out of the barracks marched [without the enemy seeing ∆

pg ]

fifty soldiers.

This is explained under the verb-raising hypothesis. Since the subject does not move rightward, it cannot license or bind a parasitic gap in an adverbial, as in (222) and (223).
Another place the verb raising hypothesis does better are the cases like (224), containing a conjunction where each term contains both a subject and a vP adverb. (As with the
16 Under

Overfelt’s hypothesis, these clausal adjuncts are actually adjoined to a position higher than adverbs, and subject movement beyond this position is actually exceptional. In that sense, this result is unsurprising. But even given the need to bind a parasitic gap, which is supposed to license movement of just this
sort, this movement is impossible.
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coordination cases in (211) and (212) above, speakers show some variation with regard to
acceptability.)
(224) ?Out of the barracks marched [fifty soldiers quickly] and [forty officers slowly].
The verb raising approach provides a straightforward account of this sort of example, assuming across-the-board verb movement out of conjoined vPs.
(225)

TP
T′

PP
T0

XP
X

&P

marched vP
Adv &

vP
50 soldiers

&′

v′
ti

quickly

vP
Adv

vP

40 officers

v′

slowly

ti

Johnson (1991:584–585) and Larson (1988:345, n. 11) make a similar point about coordination of objects with adverbs, as in (226).

ATB

movement of verbs provides the most

straightforward explanation of (224) and (226) without recourse to non-constituent coordination.
(226) Chris atei [ti the meat slowly] but [ti the vegetables quickly].
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The subject adjunction analysis provides no clear way of accounting for cases like (224).
It is, of course, possible to have conjoined subjects in locative inversion, and these could
be adjoined to the right, as in (227), but there is no way to interleave the vP adverbs into
the conjoined subjects in (224) in a satisfying way assuming that vP adverbs must adjoin
directly to the vP they modify.
(227) Out of the barracks marched [fifty soldiers] and [forty officers].
We would need some sort of exotic constituent containing both the moved subject and the
adjoined adverbs, as in (228), but it is unclear how one would be able to move the subjects
from SpecvP and ensure that they are also appropriately associated with each vP adjunct.17
(228)
vP
&P

vP
t

v′

?P

marched

50 soldiers
quickly

&′
&0

?P

and

40 officers
slowly

The verb movement analysis, therefore, seems to handle the placement of right-adjoined
adverbs better than does the subject adjunction hypothesis. There is no direct evidence
that subjects move rightward, since they appear to occur inside of right-adjoined material
unless they have been heavy-NP shifted. Furthermore, the evidence from conjunction in
17 There are move-and-delete approaches to apparent non-constituent coordination, such as Sailor and
Thoms 2014, that rely on moving material out of conjoined vPs. Under an approach like this, the subject
and adverb in the second vP conjunct can move and adjoin to vP, and then the remnant vP undergoes ellipsis under identity with the first vP conjunct. This might be a viable way of saving the adjunction analysis,
but I am concerned that it is not actually compatible with locative inversion because locative inversion does
not permit vP ellipsis generally (Bruening 2010). Without a clear understanding of this fact, I am unable to
evaluate this alternative at this point.

133

(224) is most clearly compatible with across-the-board movement of the verb and not with
rightward movement of subjects.

4.3.5 Summary
In sum, the evidence above shows that the subject in locative inversion constructions
remains low in the middle field structure. The verb–subject word order is best derived by
movement of the verb to a position above the subject. Facts about coordination and adverb
placement in locative inversion sentences are most straightforwardly compatible with this
view.
It is worth noting that the subject in locative inversion could, nonetheless, move out of
its base position. Such a movement could well be string-vacuous:
(229) [XP V0 [?P

SUBJ [vP SUBJ

V0 ] ] ]

?

Left-adjoined adverbs like always, which I used to argue that the subject in inverting asparentheticals moves out of vP in Section 4.2.2, are not of much help here. Recall that
always appears to only adjoin to vP or higher projections. Here, the subject (the nerdiest
students) may not appear to its left, suggesting that the subject has not moved out of vP.
(230) Into the classroom run the nerdiest students (*?always).
Notice, however, that the subject cannot appear to the right of this adverb, either.
(231) Into the classroom run (*always) the nerdiest students.
Thus, adverb placement does not provide us with evidence that the subject moves or stays in
situ.18 Without evidence to the contrary, I will assume that the subject remains in SpecvP,
18 In

(i)

fact, the only place that the adverb can occur is before the verb:

Into the classroom [always] run the nerdiest students.
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though nothing crucial will hinge on this assumption (though see Section 4.4.4 where I
discuss what might happen if one were to introduce some movement possibilities).

4.4 Exceptional focus movement and the derivation of inversion
In the previous two sections, I argued that inversion in as-parentheticals and locative
inversion have notably different syntaxes despite some of their outward similarities. In
inverting as-parentheticals, as schematized in (232), the subject moves to the specifier of a
clause-medial functional projection. The subject of a locative inversion remains somewhere
below the verb, which has moved to the head of some projection higher than the subject.
This is shown in (233).
(232) Inverting as-parenthetical:

(233) Locative inversion:

IP
I0

IP
I0

FP

SUBJ

X0

F′

DP
F0[E]

XP

v0

v′
v0

v′

SUBJ

vP
tsub j

vP

VP
. . . V0 . . .

VP
. . . V0 . . .

The question I turn to in this section is how to account for the difference in subject
placement between these two constructions, with an eye toward explaining why ellipsis is
This could be taken as evidence that the verb has not, in fact, moved out of vP, since always should be able to
adjoin to vP, intervening between the verb and the subject. I am currently unsure why this should be the case.
This may, however, be related to an observation due to McCloskey (1991:260), who notes that the verb and
the subject may not be separated by any intervening material in Irish, either.
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blocked in locative inversion. I will argue that the placement of the subjects in inverting asparentheticals is derived from the interaction of focus and the obligatory ellipsis in as-parentheticals: ellipsis essentially pushes the subject of of vP. However, the lack of obligatory
ellipsis in locative inversion cannot drive such a movement, and so ellipsis fails to occur.
I begin by showing that the subjects of both constructions are focused (Culicover and
Winkler 2008, LaCara 2015). Following this, I start with inverting as-parentheticals and
argue, following Weir (2014) and others, that the subject moves out of its base position
in order to escape the obligatory deletion in as-parentheticals; leaving the subject in situ
would cause the subject to be deleted, preventing focus from being realized on the subject.
Then I turn back to locative inversion, showing that the exceptional focus movement
analysis makes apparently wrong predictions about the ability to move material out of
hypothetical ellipsis sites in locative inversion.

4.4.1 Inverted subjects are F-marked
In inverting as-parentheticals, the subjects, as opposed to other material, must be focused. As I show in LaCara (2015), focusing some other element, such as an auxiliary, is
unacceptable, even if those elements contrast with some material in the matrix clause. This
is demonstrated with the constrast in (234). Contrastive focus on the subject in (234a) is
acceptable, but constrastive focus on the modal in (234b) is not.
(234) a.

M ARY has kisssed a pig, as will YOU.

b.*?Mary HAS kissed a pig, as WILL she again.
Example (234b) is expressible as an as-parenthetical so long as inversion is not used:
(235) Mary has kissed a pig, as she WILL again.
Note that the fact that the subject is a pronoun in both cases in (234). This is acceptable so
long as the pronoun in the as-parenthetical has a relatively new referent.
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The facts are very similar for locative inversion. Culicover and Winkler (2008:653–654)
note that like other English inversion structures, the subjects must be focused (in fact, this
is a property they identify for many different constructions).
(236)

Out of the hangar marched THE

NURSES.

One of the ways that the two constructions differ, however, is that the focus in locative
inversion is said to be presentational rather than constrastive. In as-parentheticals, as I
noted above, the subject of an as-parenthetical must contrast with the subject of the antecedent clause to be licit. The subjects of locative inversion clauses need no such contrast.
Nonetheless, Birner (1994:245) shows that the subjects of locative inversion clauses must
be relatively new information when compared to the fronted locative (more specifically, the
preposed locative must not be newer than the postposed subject).
The discourse in (237) is meant to show this. The question in A is about the gym shirt.
The answer to the question, in B, is the location of the shirt, which is new information. The
location, being newer information, cannot precede the inverted subject, which is old, given
information.
(237) A. Hey mom, have you seen my gym shirt? I’m in a big hurry to get to the bus
stop.
B. # In the hall closet is your gym shirt.
(c.f. Your gym shirt is in the hall closet.)

(Birner 1994:245, (19))

Following Schwarzchild (1999), I assume that new information must receive prosodic focus
at PF. In that sense, focus intonation is a phonetic correlate of focus semantics at LF.

4.4.2 Fragment answers and exceptional focus movement
In his analysis of fragment answers, Weir (2014) proposes that focused elements may
move at PF in order to avoid ellipsis, and this idea will play a central role in the analysis
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of inversion in as-parentheticals. In this section, I explain the central ideas behind Weir’s
analysis.
Weir follows Merchant (2004) in assuming that fragment answers are actually derived
from full clauses which have undergone IP-ellipsis. The fragment moves to the left periphery, and the rest of the clause deletes:
(238) A. What did Harvey kiss?
B.

A PIG [IP Harvey kissed t].

As Weir observes, however, the sentence feeding deletion in (238b) is not itself a felicitous
answer to the question in (238a). In particular, the sentence in (239a) is not a felicitous
answer to (238a). Instead, the sentence in (239b), with the subject in situ, is the appropriate
answer.
(239) a. # A

PIG

Harvey kissed.

b. Harvey kissed A

PIG .

Weir’s solution to this conundrum is to propose that the fragment moves at PF to avoid
deletion. He assumes that at spell-out, the focused-marked element remains in situ. It is
only at PF, where the element must receive prosodic focus, that the element moves. If it
were to remain in the ellipsis site, the focus-marked element would not be able to receive
prosodic focus because it would not be pronounced. Consequently, it must escape deletion
in order to fulfill the requirement that it receive prosodic focus:
(240) a. Harvey kissed [a pig]F .
b.

A PIG i

Harvey kissed ti .

This allows Weir to account for why movement of the fragment is only licit when ellipsis
has occurred. Ellipsis essentially forces the focus-marked material to move in order to
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receive prosodic focus. Below, I argue that this allows us to explain why the subject position
in inverting as-parentheticals is only available when ellipsis has occurred.
4.4.3 Exceptional focus movement in as-parentheticals
Bearing Weir’s analysis of exceptional focus movement in mind, we can now turn to
the question of why subjects move out of their base positions in inverting as-parentheticals. One of the central observations is that deletion is a requisite part of the derivation of
inverting as-parentheticals. Inversion of the sort found in as-parentheticals is not generally
available in English:
(241) *Mary kissed a pig, and might have Bill kissed one, too.
We therefore need to capture the fact that movement to SpecFP appears to be contingent on
ellipsis having occurred.
First, Subjects in inverting as-parentheticals do not appear in SpecIP, and I assume that
without independent motivation to move, the subject will simply remain in SpecvP. This
means that the EPP on I0 is either satisfied by something other than the subject or is inactive
in inverting as-parentheticals. (Exactly why this is the case is a difficult problem on its own,
so I come back to it in Section 4.5. For now, it will suffice to assume that the subject remains
in SpecvP.)
As discussed in Section 3.4, vP is targeted for deletion since ellipsis in necessary to
ameliorate an island violation and render the structure pronounceable. Subjects in inverting
as-parentheticals must receive focus intonation at PF, as discussed above, but deletion of
focused material is thought not to be permitted (Merchant 2001, Takahashi and Fox 2005,
Weir 2014). Following Weir (2014), this means that the subject must move out of the ellipsis
site, otherwise ellipsis would violate the restriction against deleting focused material. Since
ellipsis must occur to render the structure pronounceable (following the island amelioration
hypothesis outlined in Section 3.4), the only option is to move the subject out of the ellipsis
site. It therefore moves to SpecFP:
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(242)

as [CP Op [IP might have [FP B ILLFi [vP ti kissed a pig] ] ] ]

If we follow Weir (2014), this occurs at PF. As I note above, movement of subjects to
this position seems to be contingent on ellipsis deleting vP, much as movement of fragments
to the left periphery is dependent on deleting IP. By allowing movement to occur postsyntactically as a last-resort, we can capture the fact that movement to SpecFP is contingent
on deletion, which is itself a post-syntactic operation:
(243) At spell-out:

(244) At PF:

FP
F0[E]

FP
DP

vP
DP

v′

SUBJF

...

F′

SUBJ i F0[E]

hvPi
ti

v′
...

A reasonable question to ask is why this focused material moves to SpecFP rather than
some other, higher position. As Sailor and Thoms (2014) observe, movements of this sort
appear to move to a position just outside of the ellipsis site, but one could just as easily
imagine that movement of this sort could target a more distant position, e.g. SpecCP. Recall,
however, that in as-parentheticals, SpecCP is already occupied by the null operator, as
shown in (242). Furthermore, as I discuss in Section 4.5 below, the operator likely moves
through SpecIP, as well, meaning that this position is also filled. Since SpecCP and SpecIP
are already filled, movement of the subject to SpecFP, just outside of vP, is the only option
available in inverting as-parentheticals.

4.4.4 No exceptional focus movement in locative inversion
The problem with this analysis, however, is that it predicts that this sort of PF movement
should be available in locative inversion if ellipsis were to occur.
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The analysis of inversion in as-parentheticals in Section 4.4 predicts that focused material will not remain in situ if it is in an ellipsis site. Consequently, the focused subjects in
locative inversion should be able to move out of the vP in order to avoid deletion, but this
does not occur.
Consider first what happens if VPE is applied to locative inversion structure where the
subject does not move. In (245), assuming that the [ E ] feature sits on I0 , its complement,
the XP in which locative inversion has occurred, will be targeted for ellipsis. Since the
subject a soldier remains in the ellipsis site, this structure should be ungrammatical since
ellipsis prevents the subject from receiving focus.
(245) *Out of the hangar marched a soldier, and out of the barracks will [XP march
SOLDIER],

A

too.

However, the analysis given for inverting as-parentheticals above predicts that in this
case it should be possible to move the subject out of the ellipsis site at PF. This cannot
occur, even when the subjects are contrastive:
(246) *Out of the hangar marched a nurse, and out of the barracks will

A SOLDIERi [XP

march ti].
This could conceivably happen in (at least) two different ways. One possibility is that
the FP projection posited for the analysis of inversion in as-parentheticals is available here
as well. As above, F0 would host the [ E ] feature, and SpecFP would be the landing site of
the subject. Only the subject would remain outside the ellipsis site, but again, this is not
grammatical:
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(247) *Out of the barracks marched a soldier, and out of the hangar will

A NURSE [XP

march].
FP
F′

DP
A NURSE i

F0[E]

hXPi
X0

vP

marchedk

ti tk

A second possibility is that X0 itself could host the [ E ] feature, and the subject could
move to SpecXP. This would result in both the verb and the subject being external to the
ellipsis site, and the subject preceding the verb. This is also not grammatical:
(248) *Out of the barracks marched a soldier, and out of the hangar will A

NURSE

march

hvPi.
XP
X′

DP
A NURSE i

X0[E]

hvPi

marchk

ti tk

Both of these are natural possibilities if the analysis presented in Section 4.4.3 is on
the right track. The fact that these examples are not grammatical is therefore a problem for
that analysis unless there is some independent reason that the subjects in locative inversion
sentences cannot undergo last-resort focus movement.

4.4.5 Syntactic explanations
There are several purely syntactic ways of trying to explain why focus movement out
of an ellipsis site should be impossible here. The two main ways of doing this are either
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by imposing selectional restrictions between X0 and F0 , thereby blocking the structures in
(247) and (249) above, or by limiting the heads on which the [ E ] feature might appear.
Some of these approaches may yield the right result, but they are generally very stipulative or exploit weaknesses in our theory. Some, such as requiring that X0 select FP, make
incorrect empirical predictions. I will argue that we should pursue a more systematic and
predictive.

4.4.5.1 Selectional restrictions
We could stipulate selectional restrictions between X0 and F0 , making it so that F0 could
not select XP or X0 FP. If F0 could not select XP, this would effectively block the structure
in (247). This, however, is a completely ad hoc explanation. It is essentailly no better than
simply stipulating that the two constructions are incompatible.
A slightly better approach is to posit that X0 selects FP. If this is the case, then it may
simply be that X0 c-commands F0 and that VPE is simply vacuous here:
(249) Out of the barracks marched a soldier.
XP
X0

FP
F′

marchedk DP
a soldieri

F0[E]

hvPi
ti tk

This is an interesting hypothesis because it gets us the right word order in basic cases.
Ellipsis of vP forces movement of the subject to SpecFP, but this position is below X0 ,
which is the destination of verb movement. In the case shown here, ellipsis of vP would
be completely vacuous since everything in it moves out. Although there is no independent
evidence that X0 selects FP, this does better than banning F0 from selecting XP insofar
as it is still capable of explaining the verb–subject order of locative inversion while both
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accounting for an apparent lack of

VPE

and being compatible with the focus-movement

analysis of inverting as-parentheticals.
Unfortunately, not all cases of ellipsis would be vacuous under this approach. Any adverbial material in the antecedent would also need to be in the deletion site. This can be
seen in (250), where the antecedent contains the adverb quickly. Speakers typically judge
that Bill also ate his dinner quickly, indicating that quickly is necessarily part of the elided
material.
(250) Mary ate her dinner quickly, and Bill did ∆, too.
[∆ = eat his dinner quickly]
When we look at cases of locative inversion. In particular, if ellipsis is possible in locative inversion as sketched in (249), the second conjunct should be ambiguous between a
structure where there is only verb movement out of vP and no ellipsis, as in (251a), and
a structure where there is ellipsis that includes the adverb in the antecedent, as in (251b).
All speakers I have consulted agree that in an example like (251), the second conjunct does
not have the meaning that the officer marched quickly, indicating that the sentence is not
ambiguous and that, therefore, no ellipsis has occurred.
(251) Out of the barracks marched a soldier quickly and out of the hangar marched an
officer.
a. . . . out of the hangar [XP marchedi [vP ti an officer] ].
b. * . . . out of the hangar [XP marchedi [FP an officerk [vP tk ti quickly] ] ].
Consequently, although vacuous ellipsis could explain why it appears that there is no ellipsis in locative inversion, there is evidence that ellipsis simply is not happening at all.
4.4.5.2 Restricting the [ E ] feature
If we wish to avoid selectional restrictions, then we could instead try to limit where the
[ E ] feature occurs. For instance, we might posit that the [ E ] feature cannot sit on X0 . This
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would preclude the structure in (248). Although this is somewhat ad hoc, this is essentially
what syntacticians already do. The [ E ] feature is the syntactic mechanism that we use to
mediate the semantics of ellipsis and its PF effects (see Section 1.2.2), but we currently
do not have a theory of where the [ E ] feature may sit, to the best of my knowledge.19 It
is common to simply infer the position of the [ E ] feature by identifying which phrases
may undergo deletion. We might, therefore, infer that X0 , which licenses verb movement
in locative inversion, cannot host the [ E ] feature since its complement cannot be deleted.
This is not a good explanation, however, since stipulating that the [ E ] feature cannot sit on
X0 simply exploits a weakness in the theory.
Another possibility that avoids positing selectional restrictions is to claim that the head
licensing locative inversion is the same head that hosts the subject, in other words, to declare
that F0 = X0 . We can then try to reduce the incompatibility of locative inversion and ellipsis
to a lexical property of F0 . There would be two F0 s under this view. F0LI would trigger verb
movement and is incompatible with the [ E ] feature. F0FOC would be found in inverting
as-parentheticals and may host the [ E ] feature and allows movement of focused subjects
to move to that position. The complementary distribution of these heads would explain
the complementary distribution of these phenomena. Again, this falls victim to the same
criticisms as above. This simply exploits a weakness in the theory of ellipsis licensing rather
than producing a true explanation of the fact.

4.4.6 Foregoing syntactic explanations
As I have argued above, purely syntactic solutions are either ad hoc or make incorrect
empirical predictions about what readings should be available in locative inversion. I own
that one of these syntactic approaches may be the correct approach, but given a lack of
independent support for any of them, I will not pursue them further in this dissertation.
19

For instance, Merchant (2001) stipulates that the [ E ] feature involved in sluicing sits on a [+ Q ] complementizer to explain why there is apparently no sluicing in relative clauses. This is a way of formalizing the
observation, but it is not particularly explanatory.
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Instead, I will sketch here a proposal about how exceptional focus movement and ellipsis
interact at PF which relies on the idea that exceptional focus movement is truly a lastresort operation that should be avoided at all costs. The basic idea is that the grammar will
avoid doing operations that would otherwise require exceptional focus movement to occur.
This means that if an operation of ellipsis would force focus movement, it is simply better
not to do ellipsis at all. Only when ellipsis is absolutely necessary (as in cases of island
amelioration) will exceptional focus movement occur. The difference between inversion in
as-parentheticals and locative inversion therefore reduces to the fact that as-parentheticals
require ellipsis for the purposes of island amelioration.
To begin, let us look again at exceptional focus movement in locative inversion. In this
case, the [ E ] feature will license the deletion of its complement. That complement contains
the subject, which is focus marked, as shown in (252a). In order for the subject to receive
focus intonation at PF, it must escape deletion. On the exceptional focus movement analysis,
we might expect it to move to a position outside the ellipsis target, as in (252b), but this
does not occur.
(252) a. Spell-out:
Out of the barracks will[E] [vP march [the soldiers]F ].
b. PF:
* Out of the barracks will THE

SOLDIERSi [vP

march ti ].

However, there is a second way that the subject could escape deletion, and that is if deletion
simply does not occur at all in this context. If ellipsis does not happen, then the the soldiers
in (252a) does not need to move at all. What I would like to suggest, then is that ellipsis
is actually blocked in this context because it would force exceptional focus movement of
the subject. Rather than force an instance of movement at PF, the grammar ignores the
command to delete material instead.
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Why, then, should exceptional focus movement be allowed in inverting as-parentheticals? The key difference between inverting as-parentheticals and locative inversion is that
as-parentheticals contain obligatory ellipsis which is necessary, by hypothesis, to ameliorate an island violation. Ellipsis can render the structure pronounceable, but in the case
of inverting as-parentheticals this also requires forcing an instance of exceptional focus
movement. Since ellipsis is independently necessary for the derivation of as-parentheticals,
ellipsis cannot be blocked in this case. Consequently, exceptional focus movement can, in
this limited instance, move the subject to a position outside the ellipsis site.
The main issue that this analysis raises is how to account for fragment answers. Recall
from above that Weir’s (2014) analysis of fragments relies on the idea that focused material
can be moved out of an ellipsis site, but under Weir’s analysis this ellipsis is not obligatory
in any sense. The analysis sketched above suggests that exceptional focus movement should
only occur where ellipsis is obligatory, and that incorrectly predicts that fragments should
not occur.
I suspect, however, that this is related to the landing position of exceptional focus movement. Fragment answers involve movement of material to the left periphery of the clause –
to SpecCP or SpecFocP – a relatively common movement in English. However, the middle
field is not a common position for material to move to. If we assume that movement to the
middle field is generally proscribed but movement to the left periphery is generally free,
then we expect that movement to the middle field should only happen under a limited set
of circumstances, and that exceptional movement to this position should only be available
when absolutely necessary.
Indeed, this may well be related to the fact that locative inversion and inverting asparentheticals already involve movement of material to the left periphery (see section 4.5
below). As-parentheticals require operator movement to the left periphery, and as I will
discuss, locative inversion appears to move the locative PP into the left periphery as well. If
SpecCP is already occupied by some other material, then it should not be possible to move
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the focused subjects of these constructions to SpecCP. The only available position should
be the more constrained middle field positions.
In sum, we can explain the difference between locative inversion and inversion in asparentheticals if we appeal to the idea that exceptional movement to the middle field is
fairly constrained. In English, movement to the left periphery is generally free, but since
SpecCP is already occupied in locative inversion and in inverting as-parentheticals, the
subjects cannot move to this position. In as-parentheticals, ellipsis is obligatory, so the only
place focused subjects can move to escape deletion is the middle field. In locative inversion,
however, ellipsis is not obligatory, and so I proposed that ellipsis is simply blocked to avoid
moving material to the middle field.20

4.4.7 Section summary
In this section, I argued in favor of the view that subjects in inverting as-parentheticals
may undergo exceptional focus movement at PF in order to avoid deletion, building on
Weir’s (2014) approach to fragment answers. I show that the subjects of inversion structures
must receive focus at PF, and since deleting them would prevent them from receiving this
focus, movement of the subject out of the vP allows them to escape ellipsis.
This analysis creates a problem for locative inversion, however. While it correctly predicts that

VPE

in locative inversion should be ungrammatical, because it would delete the

focused subject, it should allow for movement of the focused to a position outside of the
ellipsis site. This is not possible, either. I argued that while there are several possible syntactic explanations for this, they were generally ad hoc. Instead, I proposed that exceptional
focus movement to the middle field is actually very limited, and that while the obligatory
ellipsis in as-parentheticals forces movement of the subject in inverting as-parentheticals,
20 The discussion here has largely been conceptual rather than

formal, which is why I describe it as a sketch
rather than a fully worked out analysis. It should be possible, however, to work out an analysis of these facts
in a framework such as Optimality Theory (Prince and Smolensky 1993/2004), since the idea above could be
cashed out as a competition between movement and deletion.
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it ellipsis is blocked when exceptional movement to the middle field would otherwise be
necessary, as it would be in locative inversion.

4.5 The EPP
One difficult problem that all analyses of inversion must eventually address is what
to do about the apparent lack of material in SpecIP. The

EPP

is typically credited with

driving movement of subjects to SpecIP, but this does not occur in inverting as-parentheticals or locative inversion. I assume that the subjects of these constructions remain low in
the middle field, but I have left one question open throughout: Why do they not move to
SpecIP?
Unfortunately, of the hypotheses presented, it is fairly difficult to which is the correct
one, since much of the discussion hinges on theoretical assumptions. Here, I will argue
briefly that SpecIP is occupied by some other material in both inverting as-parentheticals
and locative inversion, allowing the subjects to remain low in the structure. In inverting
as-parentheticals, this is the null operator, and in locative inversion, this is the locative
inversion. I do this mostly in the interest of completeness; nothing in particular hinges on
these ideas being correct.
I begin by summarizing the three main approaches to the

EPP

in clauses where the

subject does not appear in SpecIP: Null expletives, movement of other material, and no
EPP.

I follow this up by arguing that the null expletive analysis is inappropriate for both

inverting as-parentheticals and locative inversion.

4.5.1 The EPP in clauses with no subject in SpecIP
There are, broadly speaking, three ways of dealing with this problem, listed here:
1. Movement through SpecIP
(Aissen and Hankamer 1972, Goodall 2001, LaCara 2015, Zubizarreta 1998)
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2. Null expletive in SpecIP
(Bruening 2010, Postal 2004)
3. No EPP
(Culicover and Winkler 2008, Feria 2010, McCloskey 1996)
Null operator movement has been posited for post-verbal subjects in Romance and
movement of the locative PP in locative inversion has often been proposed for English
(which I will discuss below). For Romance, the intuition is that certain verbs have some
sort of locative component (Zubizarreta 1998) that is syntactically represented by a null
prepositional element. For example, in Italian the verb for making a phone call permits
post-verbal subjects, whereas the verb ‘to laugh’ does not. Making a phone call evidently
requires calling a place or a person; laughing, however, does not:
(253) Italian (Zubizarreta 1998)
a. Ha telefonato Gigi.
Has telephoned Gigi.
‘Gigi has called.’
b. * Ha riso

Gigi.

Has laughed Gigi.
‘Gigi has laughed.’
This null locative element may occupy SpecIP, satisfying the EPP on I0 .
(254) [IP 0/ loc ha [telefonatoi [vP Gigi ti ] ] ]
Since the verb ridere, ‘to laugh’, lacks this directional element, there is no null element to
occupy SpecIP and so the subject must move to this position.
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Many analyses of locative inversion propose that the locative PP moves through SpecIP
on its way to SpecCP (for instance, (Rezac 2006)), following Bresnan’s (1994) suggestion
that locative PPs behave like subjects. Movement of PP through SpecIP satisfies the EPP:
(255) [CP [Out of the barracks]PP [IP tPP will [march forty soldiers] ] ].
Indirect evidence for this is often adduced from the fact that locative PPs appear to undergo
raising. Since the locative is semantically associated with the embedded clause, it is appears
that the locative must have moved out of that clause:
(256) [CP [Out of the barracks]PP [IP tPP will [appear [IP tPP to march forty soldiers] ] ] ].
Competing with this view is the idea that locative inversion hosts a null expletive. For
example Bruening (2010), following Postal (2004) extensively, argues that there is a null
expletive in SpecIP in locative inversion sentences. The locative sits in SpecCP and the
expletive satisfies the EPP:
(257) [CP Out of the barracks [TP 0/ Expl [marched the soldiers] ]]
This proposal is based largely on the idea the null expletive can freely alternate with an
overt expletive there, as in (258).
(258) Out of the barracks (there) marched forty soldiers.
Part of this, too, requires that the null expletive only occur in locative inversion structures.
As shown in (259), there must be an overt expletive when no inversion occurs (see Aissen
1975 for more on these constructions). For Bruening, this observation leads to the claim
that the inversion itself licenses the presence of the null expletive in SpecIP.
(259) a. Around the bend came a train.
b. * Came a train around the bend.
c. There came a train around the bend.
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Finally, it has been noted by many authors that if there were a null expletive in locative
inversion, there should be some sign of the so-called definiteness effect (Alexiadou and
Anagnostopoulou 1998, McCloskey 2001:162–163). True expletive constructions generally
require indefinite subjects, as in (260a). Locative inversion imposes no such requirement,
as shown in (260b)
(260) a. On the table there lay {a, some, *the, *every} book.
b. On the table lay {a, some, the, every} book.
The last possibility is that constructions that do not appear to have any material in
SpecIP simply lack on EPP on I0 .21 Irish is a language that has been argued to lack any EPP
effects. The language has a rigid VSO order in finite clauses (McCloskey 1991, 1996, 2001,
2011).22 As discussed in Section 4.1, the typical view is that verbs move to I0 in Irish but
that subjects remain in the complement of I0 . Material only rarely appears in the pre-verbal
position.
(261) Irish (McCloskey 2011):
[IP Sciob [an cat an t-eireaball de luch ] ].
cut

the cat the

tail off.the mouse

‘The cat cut the tail off the mouse.’
Culicover and Winkler (2008) suggest that there is simply no

EPP

active in English

inversion constructions, and Feria (2010) takes this view for inverting as-parentheticals in
particular.
21 It

is worth noting that there has been debate about whether the EPP is universal. See the discussion in
Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou 1998, Cable 2012, Goodall 2001 and McCloskey 2001.
22 It

is generally SOV in non-finite clauses, where it is assumed the verb does not move to I0 . It but rarely
permits material in SpecIP, but only in a delineated class of nonfinite clauses that assign dative case to all of
their subjects (McCloskey 2001).
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4.5.2 Inverting as-parentheticals
I argue the most plausible view of the

EPP

in inverting as-parentheticals is that it is

satisfied by null operator movement through SpecIP. The reason for this is mostly theoryinternal since there is not a lot of good empirical evidence one way or the other.
First, contra Feria (2010), I reject the idea that the EPP is inactive in as-parentheticals.
I take it as the null hypothesis that the EPP is always active in English, and this would be,
potentially, the only place in English that the EPP is apparently inactive. Simply stating that
the EPP is inactive is an ad hoc explanation and does not really give us any insight into why
these constructions behave the way they do.
The more interesting alternative is that there is a null expletive in deletion inversions
that occupies SpecIP, obviating the need to move anything to that position. Bruening (2010),
for instance, following Postal (2004), suggests that the null expletive is a special element
only licensed in contexts where material has moved to the left-periphery. Since some null
expletive analyses link the presence of material in SpecCP with the presence of a null
operator, there is at least some precedent for thinking that inversion is linked with the null
expletive.
However, there is no evidence for a null expletive in inverting as-parentheticals. First, it
is not possible to have an overt expletive in inverting as-parentheticals. One of the central
arguments for the null expletive analysis is that null expletives supposed are interchangeable with an overt ones (Bruening 2010), but this simply does not occur.
(262) A student might have kissed a pig, as (*there) might have a teacher.
Second, as noted above, overt expletives impose definiteness requirements on their subjects. However, these do not arise in inverting as-parentheticals:
(263) The girl might have eaten the cake. . .
a. . . . as might have some boys.

INDEFINITE SUBJECT

b. . . . as might have the boys.

DEFINITE SUBJECT
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c. . . . as might have every boy.

QUANTIFICATIONAL SUBJECT

On the reasonable assumption that null expletives have the same properties as overt expletives, this is evidence that there is no null expletive in as-parentheticals.
Here, I propose that the null operator in as-parentheticals is ultimately responsible for
satisfying the

EPP.

We already need the null operator in as-parentheticals to explain all

of its properties (see Chapter 3). In that sense, I think it is best to work with what we
have instead of proposing an additional null element. Consequently, I propose that the null
operator moves through SpecIP on its way to SpecvP (a variant of what I propose in LaCara
2015).
(264)

PP
P0
as

CP
C′

Opi
C0

IP
I′

Opi
I0

AuxP

might Aux0

FP

have Johnk

FP
F0[E]

hvPi
tk ti kissed a pig

In the end, however, nothing too critical hinges on which explanation is adopted – as
far as I can tell, they all work with the analysis I present.
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4.5.3 The locative PP and the EPP
A final question concerns where the locative PP sits in locative inversion. Sitting out in
front of the rest of the material in the clause, there is considerable debate about whether
it is in SpecIP or SpecCP, and this relates directly to how the

EPP

is satisfied in locative

inversion constructions.
(265) |Out of the
{zbarracks} will march the soldiers.
Locative PP

Many authors have proposed that the locative PP sits in SpecIP, thereby satisfying the
EPP,

following Bresnan’s (1994) suggestion that the locative PP behaves as a subject. This

is what permits subjects to remain low in the structure.
As in as-parentheticals, the nature of the EPP in locative inversion is a contentious issue.
Bruening (2010) and Postal (2004) have argued against the view that the locative PP is a
subject, and by extension, that the locative PP is in SpecIP. They propose instead that there
is a null expletive in SpecIP which accounts for various idiosyncratic properties that the
construction has. They are right that the locative PP does not behave like a subject (insofar
as one can find consistent diagnostics to identify a functional category like subject; see
Davies and Dubinsky 2001 and McCloskey 1997), but regardless of this fact, one cannot
conclude from this that the locative PP is not in SpecIP. Their argument seems to rest on a
flawed implicit assumption that SpecIP is the locus of subject properties and that subjects
and only subjects may appear in this position.
Many of the arguments they present in favor of a null expletive are also problematic.
As I note above in Section 4.5.1, the idea that the locative inversion hosts a null expletive
comes from the supposed interchangeablity of the null expletive with an overt one. As I
show there, however, the distribution of overt expletives would need to be different from
that of the purported null expletive, and the null expletive would not impose definiteness
effects like the overt one does. If there is a null expletive, we would be forced to conclude
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that it has very different properties from its overt counterpart, and this undermines the
proposal significantly.23
However, many authors have concluded, regardless of whether it moves through SpecIP,
that the locative PP is in SpecCP at the end of the derivation (see, e.g. Rezac 2006, but also
Bruening 2010). This is due to an observation from Emonds (1976) that wh-movement out
of a clause containing locative inversion is impossible:
(266) *Why did out of the barracks march the soldiers?
Movement of the locative into SpecCP makes the locative inversion clause into a wh-island
(Ross 1967), thereby blocking wh-movement out of the clause.
Like many of these authors, therefore, I will assume that the locative PP occupies
SpecCP by the end of the derivation, but that it moves through SpecIP on the way there.24
23 Bruening

(2010:48) simply stipulates that the null expletive in locative inversion does not impose any
definiteness effects, just as he stipulates that they can only occur in inverting contexts. But notice that this is
a step away from the intuition behind the null expletive argument. Bruening motivates the existence of the
null expletive by claiming that it is interchangeable with there, but the fact is that, if such a thing even exists,
it does not seem to have the same properties as a real expletive. The general tack in this line seems to be to
load restrictions or stipulations onto the null expletive, but this strikes me a problematic because there is little
independent evidence that it even exists.
24 See

Samko (2014) for similar arguments about participial vP preposing, which shares a number of syntactic and discourse properties with locative inversion.
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(267) Out of the barracks will march the soldiers.
CP
C′

PPi
out of

C0

IP

the barracks

IP

ti
I0

XP

will

X0
march

vP
vP

DP
the soldiers v0

ti
v′
V0

4.5.4 Section summary
Here, I have argued that inverting as-parentheticals satisfy the EPP on I0 by moving the
null operator through SpecIP on its way to SpecCP. Similarly, I adopt the view that locative
PPs in locative inversion constructions behave similarly, moving first through SpecIP and
then to SpecCP. This means, ultimately, that both constructions fill SpecIP and SpecCP
with the same element.

4.6 Chapter Summary
Both inverting as-parentheticals and locative inversion leave subjects in a low position
in the middle field, though this position is slightly different in each construction. I’ve argued
here that the subject in inverting as-parentheticals moves to a position outside of vP, similar
to what occurs to subjects in Spanish VSO orders (Ordóñez 2007). In locative inversion, the
verb moves to a position above the subject, which I assume remains in SpecvP.
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I then go on to propose that movement of the subject in inverting as-parentheticals
is the result the sort of exceptional focus movement proposed by Weir (2014). Focused
material cannot be elided at PF, and so the subjects of inverting as-parentheticals must
move to SpecFP to avoid deletion. I argue that this does not happen in locative inversion
because movement to the middle field is generally very limited. Instead, subjects in locative
inversion constructions remain in situ, and ellipsis is blocked at PF.
An important similarity is that SpecCP is filled in both constructions. As discussed earlier, as-parentheticals contain movement of a null A′ -operator. Movement of this operator
incurs a PF island violation, which forces deletion at PF (see Chapter 3). I argued that
this may explain why subjects move to SpecFP in inverting as-parentheticals rather than
SpecCP – the position is already filled – and this will play a role in the analysis in the
following section. In locative inversion, the locative PP occupies SpecCP at the surface,
blocking further A′ -movement through this position.
How the

EPP

is satisfied in both constructions remains contentious, but I argue that

movement of material through SpecIP is the best solution in both cases. In inverting asparentheticals, I argue that the null operator moves through SpecIP, since there is no evidence for a null expletive, and I make similar conclusions about locative inversion.
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CHAPTER 5
CONCLUSION

5.1 Main conclusions of the dissertation
This dissertation set out to propose a novel analysis of as-parentheticals, the class of
construction in (268), repeated from (1)
(268) a. Mary kissed a pig, as John also will ∆.
b. Sally read Moby-Dick, as might have John ∆.
c. Tim is happy, as is Daisy ∆.
In began in Chapter 2 by arguing that as-parentheticals are elliptical constructions, containing verb phrase ellipsis as opposed to pronominal anaphora or vP movement. Thus I
have argued against the view originally developed by Potts (2002a,b), who proposes that the
gaps in as-parentheticals are the traces of operator movement. I have also argued against the
view that as-parentheticals are derived by movement of a deleted vP (Feria 2010, LaCara
2015, Accepted, McCloskey 2011) on the basis of cross-linguistic evidence that as-parentheticals show no direct evidence of vP movement and show positive evidence for

VPE.

I have proposed, instead, that as-parentheticals contain verb phrase ellipsis, licensed by
Merchant’s (2001) the [ E ] feature.
In Chapter 3, I turned to issues that this new analysis does not directly address. In
particular, the ellipsis in as-parentheticals is obligatory and the antecedents for ellipsis
appear to be subject to a more stringent locality requirement that typical

VPE

requires. I

have proposed that the locality condition is, in fact, distinct from the antecent requirements
on ellipsis. Instead, it is imposed by the semantics of the as-parenthetical itself, similar
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to what Potts originally proposes; the conditions on ellipsis in as-parentheticals are the
same as they are elsewhere. I develop a semantic analysis of this locality condition based
on recent work on equatives and manner similatives (Anderson and Morzycki 2015, Rett
2013). Given the similarity of the construction to comparatives and equatives, I propose
that the obligatory deletion in as-parentheticals is a form of island amelioration found in
comparatives of the type introduced by Kennedy and Merchant (2000).
Finally, Chapter 4 turns to the syntax of inversion, comparing the syntax of inversion in
as-parentheticals with locative inversion in English. Locative inversion, unlike inversion in
as-parentheticals, is absolutely incompatible with

VPE.

I begin by proposing that the sub-

jects in inverting as-parentheticals remain in SpecvP at Spell-Out but, due to the obligatory
nature of deletion in as-parentheticals, they must move outside of the vP at PF to avoid ellipsis. This builds on recent work by Weir (2014), who proposes that PF deletion can drive
last-resort movement of focused material in order to avoid the deletion of the that focused
material. I then show that this predicts that the same phenomenon should occur with locative inversion, counter to fact. I propose that the grammar will actually avoid PF movement
whenever possible, and one strategy for doing so involves ignoring the command to delete
material if deleting that material would require PF movement.

5.2 Future research
The ideas in this dissertation leave open a number of avenues for future research. In
general, cross-linguistic research on as-parentheticals is lacking, and a clear path for future
research is to see how as-parentheticals behave in a broader group of languages. As I show
in Chapter 2, a cross-linguistic perspective on this construction reveals many properties that
are otherwise obscure if we focus on English. Much of the discussion there is based on the
idea that the kind of ellipsis found in an as-parenthetical must match the kinds of ellipsis
found elsewhere in a language. Thus if a language has modal complement anaphora generally, it will also have it in as-parentheticals, and if it has a more general
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VPE

operation, it

will have plain VPE in as-parentheticals. I show this for a few languages, but more research
needs to be done to show that this holds across all languages.
One of the main points of Chapter 3 is to try to understand the locality condition on
as-parentheticals, and there I sketch a semantics that attempt to account for why the predicate in the as-parenthetical must match the predicate in the clause to which the predicate
is adjoined. This accounts for the locality condition on as-parentheticals, but it does not account for the parenthetical semantics of as-parentheticals, a central theme of Potts’s (2002b)
original work. As I briefly discuss in the Section 1.3.1, Potts argues that the content of asparentheticals is not asserted, but rather conversationally implicated. In part because this
dissertation is focused on the syntax of as-parentheticals rather than the semantics of parenthetical meanings, the analysis here does not account for this fact. Regardless of whether
the content of as-parentheticals is conventionally implicated, the locality condition on asparentheticals needs to be a part of that, and so the hope is the insights into the locality
condition reported here can developed alongside a theory that accounts for conventionally
implicated meanings of as-parentheticals.
In Section 4.4, I propose that VPE is blocked in cases where it might otherwise force exceptional focus movement. The premise is that under certain circumstances, the [ E ] feature
can be ignored at the PF-interface if it would force a more costly last-resort operation. This
is a novel claim that remains to be explored in full. The idea that the grammar may sometimes ignore the [ E ] feature may have unwanted consequences for the theory of ellipsis.
Finally, the analysis in Section 4.4 is only described. Little formal machinery is provided to explain exactly how such an analysis should be implemented. I suggest there that
it might be possible to implement the analysis in Optimality Theory, and though I think
this is a promising direction (since it has to do with the Syntax–PF interface rather than the
syntax proper), it remains to be seen if such an approach can be worked out in full. The
analysis might also be workable in a different theory of post-syntactic lexical insertion or
morphology, such as Distributed Morphology (Halle and Marantz 1993).
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